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ABSTRACT
In recent years major changes have occurred in both 
the consuming and producing sectors of the cattle industry, 
which are exerting considerable influence on the Louisiana 
livestock slaughter industry. It is estimated that aggre­
gate consumption of beef increased by 157 million pounds 
carcass weight between 1950 and 1967. Prom 1948 to 1967 
the liveweight production of cattle in Louisiana increased 
by 132.6 per cent.
In contrast to increased cattle production and 
increased beef consumption, beef slaughter has not increased 
appreciably for several years. This has resulted in an 
increasingly large deficit of beef in the state. In 1967
i
Louisiana imported an estimated 180 million pounds of beef, 
carcass weight.
The general objectives of this study are: (1) to
describe the livestock slaughter industry in Louisiana and 
(2) to determine the feasibility of Louisiana slaughter 
plants slaughtering selected grades of cattle.
The analysis was based on results obtained from a 
survey of 21 large slaughter plants and 24 medium sized 
slaughter plants and on data obtained by analysis of a 
"model" plant located in each area of the state. "Model" 
plants were located in Shreveport, Lake Charles,
xiii
Alexandria, Monroe and New Orleans.
The analysis of the survey data indicated that cattle 
are the primary specie of livestock, slaughtered in Louisiana.
The business activities of the slaughter plants varied 
considerably. All of the large plants sold beef wholesale. 
Only 14 of the 24 medium plants engaged in the wholesale 
trade of beef. Other business activities reported included 
retailing, custom slaughter, locker plants and processing.
There was considerable difference between the size of 
the medium firms and the size of the large firms. Large 
firms hired an average of 45 employees and slaughtered an 
average of 53 head of cattle per day. The medium sized plants 
hired an average of five employees and slaughtered an average 
of five head of cattle per day.
The slaughter plants interviewed slaughtered primarily 
light weight animals. Sixty-five percent of all cattle 
slaughtered by large plants weighed less than 650 pounds 
liveweight. Seventy-one percent of all cattle slaughtered
\
by medium sized plants weighed less than 650 pounds live­
weight.
Nineteen of the 21 large plants and three of the 24 
medium plants purchased cattle out-of-state. One large 
plant purchased only 10 percent of its cattle in Louisiana.
Louisiana slaughter plants sell their products through 
a wide variety of outlets. Large firms sold their products
xiv
primarily through the wholesale market, while many of the 
medium firms sold their products through their own retail 
outlet,
The results of the "model" plant analysis indicates 
that the relationship between cattle prices and by-product 
prices have a tremendous impact on profits in the slaughter 
industry. Low cattle prices increase profits and high cattle 
prices decrease profits. Low by-product prices decrease 
profits and high by-product prices increase profits. When a 
favorable relationship exists between cattle prices and by­
product prices more grades of cattle can be slaughtered and 
sizable profits are possible.
The analysis indicates that slaughter plants located 
in western Louisiana have a greater potential for slaughter­
ing U.S.D.A. grades of cattle imported from out-of-state than 
slaughter plants located in eastern Louisiana because they 
are much closer to the supplies of cattle. Slaughter plants 
located in eastern Louisiana will be restricted primarily to 





The livestock industry is an important segment of the 
Louisiana economy. It is important not only to the farm 
economy, but also to the marketing, slaughtering, proces­
sing, wholesaling and retailing segments of the agribusiness 
economy.
Cattle production on farms in Louisiana has grown 
from a relatively minor enterprise several decades ago. to 
an enterprise of major importance. For example, annual 
cattle and calf inventories in Louisiana were less than
1,000,000 head in the mid-1930's. During the 1960's cattlei
and calf inventories have averaged approximately 1,800,000 
head.l The importance of the cattle industry to Louisiana 
is further underscored by the amount of farm income it pro­
duces, In 1966 beef cattle production ranked first as a 
source of cash farm income in Louisianaf accounting for 20,3 
percent of the state's cash farm income from all sources,
r ‘‘ i . , 1 |." r *."
lunited States Department of Agriculture, Meat 
Animals (.Washington, p, c, ; Statistical Reporting Seryice, 
Selected Issues).,
^united States Department of Agriculture, Farm Income, 
State Estimates 1949-1966 (Washington, D. C,; Economic 
Research Service,, FIS 207 Supplement, August, 1967), p, 110.
1
Cattle and calves have consistently ranked in the "top-five" 
cash farm income producers in the state in recent years. In 
addition to cash farm income, the cattle industry also con­
tributes to the incomes of Louisiana residents as the cattle 
move from farms through the livestock markets into the 
slaughtering and processing plants and then, to the consumer 
by way of the wholesale and retail marketing outlets.
Slaughter plants are an important link in the market 
mechanism which channels beef from producers to consumers. 
Slaughter plants provide an important market outlet for 
Louisiana cattle and calves. They are also an important 
supplier of beef to wholesalers and retailers in Louisiana. 
Finally, they provide incomes for many Louisiana residents 
who either own or work in the slaughter plants located in 
various areas of the state.
Trends in Cattle Production, Slaughter and Consumption
As shown in Table 1, cattle production in Louisiana 
has increased in recent years* From 1948 to 1967 the live­
weight production of cattle increased from 202 million pounds 
to 470 million pounds^ or 132,6 percent, Eyen with this 
large increase in the production of cattle and caiyes, fed 
cattle production in Louisiana has failed to increase. In 
fact, cattle on feed reports indicate a decreased importance 
of the cattle feeding industry in Louisiana, For example, 
in I960 approximately 20,000 head of cattle were on feed on
3















1960 4091961 4291962 4221963 4371964 4571965 4591966 4811967 470
Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Meat
Animals (Washington, D, C,; Statistical Reporting 
Servicef Selected Issues!,
4
January 1 compared to an average of less than 12,000 head 
per year between 1961 and 1968,-*
On a national basis both the volume of cattle-fed and 
the distribution of fed cattle has been changing. The corn 
belt still ranks first in fed cattle production. However, 
other areas of the country have become important fed cattle 
producing areas. Of particular importance to the Louisiana 
slaughter industry has been the development of a sizable 
cattle feeding industry in Oklahoma and Texas.^
Changes have also occurred in the consuming sector.
As shown in Table 2, the trend in the per capita consumption 
of beef in the United States has been upward during the past
S
several years. Indications are that this trend will continue 
or at least will not be reversed in the foreseeable future. 
Per capita consumption data are not available on a state 
basis. However, most estimates of beef consumption in 
Louisiana have generally ranged between 70 and 90 percent of 
the national average.5 Louisiana per capita consumption
3United States Department of Agriculture, Meat Animals 
(Washington, D, C,: Statistical Reporting Service, Selected 
Issues),
^United States Department of Agriculture, Cattle on 
Feed (Washington, D, C,: Statistical Reporting Service, MtAn 
'2-17 January 17, 1969) , p, 6,
5See, for example, Joseph C, Purcell,v Production, Mar-? 
: keting, Slaughter, and Consumption of Livestock ahd Meats' in 
the South' 1956-1964, Southern Cooperative Series, Fu lietin 
No, 120, September, 1966, p. 37; or Gene E. Murra, The 
Louisiana Livestock Industry, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agri^ 
cultural Experiment Station, D.A.E, Research Report No. 379, 
June, 1967, p. 74.
5
estimates based on this range are presented in Table 2.
TABLE 2. Estimated Per Capita Consumption of Beef and Veal 
in the United States and Louisiana, 1960-67
Year
U. S. Per Capita 
Consumption^/
La. Per Capita Consumption it it 
70% of U.S. 80% Tof'U.S. 90% of
were:
ur.s.
Beef Veal Beef Veal Beef Veal Beef Veal
1960 85.0 6;1 59.5 4.3 68.0 4.9 76.5 5.5
1961 87.7 5.5 61.4 3.9 70.4 4.5 78.9 5.0
1952 88.8 5.5 62.2 3.9 71.0 4.4 79.9 5.0
1963 94.3 4.9 66.0 3.4 75.4 3.9 84.9 4.4
1964 99.8 5.2 69.9 3.6 79.8 4.2 89.8 4.7 .
1965 99.4 5.2 69.5 3.6 79.4 4.2 89.4 4.71966 104.0 4.5 72.8 3.2 83.2 3.6 92.6 4.0
1967 105.5 3,9 73.9 2.7 84.0 3.1 95.0 3.5
fi/source: United States Department of Agriculture,
Handbook of Agricultural Charts (Washington, D. C.: Economic 
. Research Service, Handbook Number 348, October, 1967).
Aggregate beef consumption also depends on population. 
Louisiana's population has increased from approximately 2.1 
million people in 1930 to approximately 3,6 million in 1967.^ 
Most of this increase has occurred in urban areas. For 
example, between 1950 and 1960 the percentage of Louisiana 
population classified as urban increased from 51,4 percent 
to 56,2 percent,^
In contrast to the increased production and the esti­
mated increase in consumption of beef in Louisiana, the
^United States Department of Commerce,' Population 




quantity of beef slaughtered annually in Louisiana has 
varied considerably and has failed to increase appreciably 
for several years. Figure 1 shows the quantity of cattle 
and calves slaughtered between 1950 and 1967. As shown, the 
slaughter of cattle and calves has remained rather stable 
since 1959. It was noted earlier that during this same 
period the estimates of the quantity of beef consumed in 
Louisiana increased. Consequently, the opposite trends in 
estimated consumption and slaughter have led to an increas­
ingly larger estimated deficit between consumption and 
slaughter in the state (Table 3). For example the estimated 
deficit has increased from approximately 40 million pounds 




The preceding section indicated the importance of the 
slaughter industry to the Louisiana cattle industry. Slaughter 
plants are an important market for cattle produced on Louisi­
ana farms and an important source of beef for Louisiana 
retailers. Howeyer, aS indicated in Figure 1„ Louisiana 
slaughter plants have failed to ach3-eVe appreciable growth in 
volume slaughtered while consumption of beef in Louisiana has 
been increasing, This is particularly true for the period 
since 1959,
7
TABLE 3, Estimated Aggregate Consumption and Slaughter of 
Beef in Louisiana, 1950-1967
i . ’ ..
Year Slaughter^/. , Consumption^/. . Difference
1950 114 153 39
1951 90 138 481952 93 155 62
1953 127 199 72
1954 152 210 581955 163 217 54
1956 170 : 230 60
1957 178 231 531958 146 219 731959 124 223 991960 131 238 1071961 117 244 1271962 120 251 1311963 105 268 1631964 123 289 1661965 186 290 154
1966 135 308 1731967 128 310 182
Source: United States Department of Agriculture,
Livestock Slaughter (Washington, D, C,: Statistical Report­
ing' Service , Selected Issues),
k/ Estimates based upon a per capita consumption of 
80 percent of the United States per capita consumption
Thus., the problem of concern is that the Louisiana 
slaughter industry has failed to participate in the rapidly 
expanding consumer market for beef in Louisiana, Most of 
the increase in consumer demand for beef has been supplied 
by out-of-state firms. For example, as shown in Table 3 
importation of beef into Louisiana increased from an esti­
mated 39 million pounds in 1950 to an estimated 182 million 
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Year
Figure 1 .  Com m erc ia l S laug h te r  of Livestock , Louis iana , 1 9 5 0 -6 7 .  
S ou rce :  Livestock S la u g h te r ,  S ta t i s t ic a l  R eport ing  S erv ice , U.S.D.A. 00
Louisiana increased by only an estimated 14 million pounds. 
This cannot continue indefinitely if slaughter plants in 
Louisiana are going to remain an important market for cattle 
produced on Louisiana farms and an important source of beef 
for Louisiana consumers.
There are numerous plausible explanations of this 
phenomenon. For example, the source of the problem may be 
lack of farm production of fed cattle. Other studies have 
been undertaken to determine the feasibility of feeding more 
cattle in Louisiana, However this study will be confined to 
description and analysis of certain aspects of the Louisiana 
slaughter industry with particular reference to the deter­
mination of the economic feasibility of slaughtering various 
grades of cattle.
At present there is a decided lack of published infor­
mation about Louisiana slaughter plants. There is a definite 
lack of information concerning most aspects of their opera­
tion, For example, very little is known about the types of 
cattle slaughtered, the marketing practices, the size and 
facilities of slaughter plants and the problems confronting 
slaughter plants. Finally, and most important, very little 
is known about the future course of the Louisiana slaughter 
industry. An analysis of the slaughter industry is needed 
to help provide this information.
10 .
Purposes and Objectives of the Study
This study has two major purposes. One is to describe 
the Louisiana slaughter industry and provide information con­
cerning practices currently followed by Louisiana slaughter 
plants. The second and more important goal is to determine 
if it is economically feasible for Louisiana slaughter plants 
to slaughter fed cattle, particularly those shipped in from 
other areas of the country. At present, Louisiana farmers 
produce primarily feeder calves and lightweight animals. 
Consequently, Louisiana slaughter plants must import fed 
cattle for slaughter if they are to benefit from the expand­
ing demand for fed beef in Louisiana, The, crucial question
i . i '
then becomes, ’’Is it economically feasible for Louisiana 
slaughter plants to slaughter fed cattle that are imported 
from other states?"
In order to answer this question considerable infor­
mation is required. Data is needed concerning the current 
practices oi slaughter plants as well as data concerning 
cost and revenues of slaughter plants. Information is also 
required regarding the price structure of the cattle industry 
in the United States as it relates to Louisiana slaughter, 
plants, Consequently the specific objectives of this study 
are;
1, To describe the livestock, slaughter industry in 
Louisiana.
11
a. To determine, plant size and. utilization of 
capacity of Louisiana slaughter firms,
b. To determine the type of cattle slaughtered by 
Louisiana slaughter plants.
c. To determine the market outlets used by these 
firms.
d. To estimate the impact of federal inspection 
on the number of slaughter plants operating 
in the state.
2. To evaluate the economic feasibility of Louisiana
slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of
cattle.
a. To evaluate the effect of cattle prices on 
the grades of cattle slaughtered.
b. To evaluate the effect of by-product prices on 
the grades of cattle slaughtered.
c. To analyze certain aspects of the economic 
feasibility of Louisiana slaughter plants 
slaughtering selected grades of cattle in five 
selected market areas.
Study Area
The study area included all of Louisiana because the 
large number of slaughter plants in Louisiana are well dis­
tributed throughout the state. Second, the heterogenous 
characteristics of the slaughter plants dictated that the 
sampling procedure be based upon size rather than location.
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Slaughter plants vary in size from large plants that dis­
tribute their product throughout the state (and beyond) to 
small plants which distribute through their own retail 
market. Figure 2 shows the approximate number of slaughter 
plants operating in 1968, by parish.
Source of Data
Several sources of data were used to accomplish the 
objectives of this study. For objective one, primary data 
were obtained from a sample of Louisiana slaughter plants.
The slaughter plants were divided into three groups— large, 
medium and small— based upon volume data obtained from the 
United States Department of Agriculture Statistician for 
Louisiana.8
A questionnaire was used to collect data from the 
selected slaughter plants by means of personal interviews 
with managers and/or owners of the plant. All of the twenty- 
one large plants (including the Federally inspected plants) 
in the state and twenty-four of the fifty medium-sized plants 
were included in the study. The medium-sized plants in the 
sample were selected by the use of random,proceduresT
— „ . i n  m . .1 III y ^  ,
8Mr, Clarence 0, Parker, United States Department of 
Agriculture Statistician, Alexandria, Louisiana, was very 
helpful in categorizing slaughter plants on a yolume basis.
He classified large plants as those annually slaughtering more 
than 2,000,000 pounds of meat.liveweight. Medium plants are 
those annually slaughtering between 300,000 and 2,000,000 
pounds of meat liveweight’. Small plants are those slaughter­






Figure 2. Approximate Number of Slaughter Houses
Operating Under Louisiana State Board of 
Health Permits, By Parish, 1968.
Source: Louisiana State Board of Health.
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Exploratory interviews were also obtained from six of the 
small-si2ed slaughter plants. The number of animals 
slaughtered by the six small firms sampled varied consider­
ably, but was usually less than 30 or 40 head per month. The 
largest of these six plants was a custom slaughter plant.
Since the small plants had such extremely limited operations, 
further study of this size group was deemed unnecessary.
Plants included in the sample account for approximately 
seventy percent of the beef that is marketed by Louisiana
9slaughter plants. Thus, the data obtained from these plants 
should give an accurate picture of some of the operations and 
economic problems in both slaughter and marketing problems 
faced by Louisiana slaughter plants.
For objective two, secondary data were used extensively. 
This consisted primarily of price data obtained from publica­
tions of the United States Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of Agricultural Economics, Louisiana State Univer­
sity, However, information obtained from the slaughter plants
^Exact liveweight slaughter for each plant was not 
obtained. However, the following estimates were used to 
arrive at the 70 percent figure. The average liyeweight 
slaughter of each of the medium^-sized plants was approximately
1,000,000 pounds per yearf or 24,000,000 pounds for all 24 
medium-sized plants. The average liyeweight slaughter for 
each of the large plants was approximately 8,000,000 pounds 
per year, or 168,000,000 pounds for all 21 large plants.
Total slaughter for all plants included in the study was 
therefore, approximately 192,000,000 pounds liveweight. This 
is 71 percent of the state's total slaughter of 270,000,000 
pounds in 1967 as reported by the Statistical Reporting Ser­
vice, United States Department of Agriculture.
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and from various experiment station publications was also 
used. The appropriate sources are cited when used.
Treatment of Data
A description of the slaughter plants in Louisiana is 
presented in the first phase of this study. Plants are 
grouped according to size of their operations based on the 
number of cattle slaughtered per year. Means and ranges are 
used to present the data. In the second phase of the study 
a linear programming model is used to evaluate the feasibility 
of slaughtering certain grades of fed cattle in Louisiana 
plants. This phase of the study makes use of "model" plants. 
Least squares regression is used to predict the prices of 
cattle and carcass beef and transportation costs which are 
used in the linear programming model. A more detailed 
description of the procedures used is presented later in 
this study.
Previous Research
There has been a number of studies conducted on 
various aspects of the Louisiana cattle industry. One study 
was conducted by David L. Jones and Fred H. Wiegmann on the
16
feasibility of feeding cattle in Louisiana,'*'0 Another study
was conducted by Malone and Murra on the retail demand for
11beef in Louisiana. A study by Goodwin analyzed the 
competitive position of Louisiana produced feeder cattle. 
However, no recent research to the author’s knowledge has 
been conducted on slaughter plants in Louisiana.
Several studies have been conducted in other states 
on particular phases of the slaughter industry. These studies 
have been concerned with optimum shipment patterns or with a 
particular aspect of the slaughter industry, such as meat 
processing. For the most part, the objectives and procedures 
used had limited applicability to this study. The studies 
that are used in this analysis will be cited when used.
David L. Jpnes and Fred H. Wiegmann, Production 
Practices,- Cost and Returns - in the Cattle Feeding Industry, 
North Louisiana,'1967' (.Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Department of 
Agricultural' Economics, and Agribusiness, Louisiana Agri­
cultural Experiment Station, DAE Research Report No, 387, 
December, 1968, Louisiana State University,).
-^G, Wayne Malone and Gene E, Murra,- The Retail Market 
for Beef in Louisiana (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: State Uniyer- ' 
sity and Agricultural Experiment Station DAE Research Report 
No, 379, June, 1968)., p, 12,
12Jimmy Dale Goodwin, "The Competitive Position of the 
Southeast in the Distribution of Feeder Cattle,? unpublished 
Ph. D, dissertation, January, 1965, Department of Agricultural 
Economics, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
CHAPTER XT
LOUISIANA'S SLAUGHTER INDUSTRY1
The primary purpose of this chapter is to describe the 
Louisiana slaughter industry in terms of plant numbers, loca­
tion, types of animals slaughtered, sources of livestock and 
outlets used. With the exception of the general character­
istics presented in the following section, the presentation 
will be based upon information obtained from the firms 
included in the sample, and not on all of the firms operating 
in the state. In addition, since cattle and calf slaughter 
accounts for over 80 percent of total slaughter in Louisiana, 
as was indicated in Figure 1, most of this chapter will deal 
with cattle and calf slaughter.
General Characteristics of Cattle Slaughter
in Louisiana
The trend in average slaughter weights of cattle and 
calves has been upward during the past two decades (Figure 
3). Average slaughter weights of cattle increased from
Isome of the information presented in this chapter 
has been included in the following publication? Gene E,
Murra and Gerald Q, Giesler, The Louisriana Livestock 
Slaughter Industry (Baton Rouge; Louisiana Agricultural 
Experiment" Station,, December, 1968).,
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Figure 3 . Average Commercial S la u g h te r  W eights  of C a t t l e  an d  Calves, Louisiana, 1 9 4 7 - 6 7 .
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approximately 680 pounds in 1947 to 780 pounds in 1967, The 
1967 average weight for Louisiana is still almost 240 pounds 
lower than the national average. The relatively low average 
weights of cattle slaughtered in Louisiana are indicative of 
the small numbers of fed animals slaughtered in the state.
By comparison, average weights for calves slaughtered in 
Louisiana are approximately 230 pounds greater than for the 
rest of the country. Slaughter weights for calves slaughtered 
in Louisiana increased from approximately 360 pounds in 1947 
to 440 pounds in 1967,
The numbers of cattle and calves slaughtered exhibited 
somewhat similar seasonal trends during the period 1963-67 
(Figure 4). Slaughter was generally lowest during the spring
months (February, March and April) and highest during the
ifall months (August, September and October). The percentage 
of cattle slaughter exceeded the percentage of calf slaughter 
during August through December, while the percentage of calf 
slaughter exceeded the percentage of cattle slaughter during 
January through April,
' Number and Location of Slaughter Plants
The slaughter industry in Louisiana is somewhat frag­
mented, with many plants operating on a very small scale.
The number of plants in the state/ by various size and federal 
inspection categories, is presented in Table 4, As noted in 
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in 1968. Most of the plants are in the "small'' category.
That is, they slaughter less than 300,000 pounds liveweight 
annually. Since an average weekly volume of approximately 
fourteen 450-pound calves would yield a volume of over
300,000 pounds, it is apparent that most of the slaughter 
plants are small operations.
TABLE 4, Number and Classification of Slaughter Plants 
in Louisiana£/
Year






1955 2 14 57 300£/ 373S/
1960 4 20 58 300 382
1965 2 18 50 297 367
1966 2 18£/ 50c/ 285c/ 355£/
1967 2 2l£/ 50c/ 275c/ 348c/
1968 2 2ic/ 50C/ 252C/ 325c/
£/ Source: United States Department of Agriculture,
Number of Livestock Slaughtering Plants, 1960 and 1965 
(Washington: Crop Reporting Board) and Louisiana State Board 
of Health, New Orleans, Louisiana.
£/ Large— annual liveweight slaughter of more than
2,000,000 pounds.
Medium— annual liveweight slaughter of between
300.000 and 2,000,000 pounds.
Small— annual liveweight slaughter of less than
300.000 pounds.
£/ Estimated by author.
Slaughter plants are located in all areas of the state. 
Only five parishes--Bossier, East Carroll, Orleans, 
Plaquemines, and Saint Bernard— did not have a licensed 
slaughter house on June 1, 1968. The number of slaughter 
houses, by parish, was shown in Figure 2, Chapter 1,
Types of Slaughter Operations in Louisiana
Sheep and lamb slaughter in Louisiana account for less 
than one percent of total slaughter in the state. Most of 
the plants in the state do not slaughter sheep. However, a 
high percentage of both the large and medium size plants 
slaughtered both cattle and hogs (14 of the 21 large plants
and 21 of the 24 medium plants included in the study
slaughtered both cattle and hogs). One of the large plants
and three of the medium plants slaughtered only hogs.
Slaughtering and processing activities in the plants 
studied varied considerably. All of the large plants and 
.two-thirds of the medium plants were involved in selling meat 
wholesale. Howeverf only five of the large plants and 14 of 
the medium plants operated retail outlets. Eight of the large 
plants included a processing operation, such as wieners and 
bologna, while none of the medium plants included in the study 
performed processing beyond the normal slaughtering operation. 
Slaughtering and processing tended to be more specialized 
activities in the large plants. Custom slaughtering and
23
locker operations were more prevalent among the medium 
plants than large plants (Table 5).















Larged./ 21 21 5 7 0 8
Medium^/ 24 14 14 20 8 8
f/ The entire population of large sized firms was 
interviewed.
b/ Sample includes 48 percent of the population of 
medium sized firms.
Ownership and Number of Employees
The organizational framework of the slaughter plants 
in Louisiana appears to be associated with the size of the 
firm. Eleven of the large plants were organized as corpora­
tions in 1967. None of the medium sized plants were incor­
porated. In addition, nine large plants and one of the 
medium plants were organized as partnerships. Thus, only 
one of the large plants and 23 of the medium plants were 
organized as proprietorships.
Firms in the large category had been in business an 
average of 30.3 years, with a range of from seven to 103 
years. This compares with an average of 14.3 years and a
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range of from one to 20years for the medium plants. The 
shorter business life of the medium sized plants, along with 
the proprietory form of organization, indicates that most 
of these firms are individual or family enterprises whose 
existence is closely associated with that of the owner. That 
is, the medium sized, plant is more apt to be closed- upon the 
death or retirement of the owner than is true for the larger 
plants.
The firms in the large category employed an average 
of 45 employees per firm as compared to an average of only 
five employees for the medium sized firms. The newer firms 
had more labor saving equipment and machines than others.
Thus, they had relatively few employees compared with some 
of the older, and often larger, plants.
r
Operating Practices, Plant Capacity and 
Level of Operation^
-Days Operated Per Week
The number of days a plant was operated per week 
varied considerably among plants. Only eleven of the large 
plants operated ^ive or more days per week. None of the 
medium sized plants operated five or more days per week, The 
number of hours of operation per day also varied among plants,
^Information in this section and the next several 
sections deals with cattle and calf slaughter only.
The eleven plants Y’hich operated five days or more per week 
reported an eight hour working day. However^ during periods 
of above normal cattle slaughter the employees worked over­
time, The number of operating hours as well as the number 
of days per week was extremely variable in the plants 
slaughtering less than five days per week. The number of 
hours of operation per day and the number of days of opera­
tion were dependent on the number of animals slaughtered.
Plant Capacity
Plant capacity, both in terms of cooler-capacity and 
kill-capacity, varied considerably from one sized category to 
another and from plant to plant within size categories. The 
large plants had an average kill-capacity of 90 head per 
day, as compared with only 12 head per day for the medium 
sized plants. Cooler-capacity averaged 360 head for the large 
plants and 40 head for the medium sized plants (Table 6). Thus, 
plants had, on the average, cooler space for between three and 
four days of kill,
Managers of the firms were asked how m ^ Y  cattle or 
calyes were presently being killed per day and, also, how 
many they would like to kill, Members of the large plants 
indicated an ayerage present kill of 53 head per day. This 
was about 75 percent of their desired kill of 70 head per 
day or about 60 percent of total kill-capacity. Medium sized 
plants killed an average of approximately 5 head per day.
This was about 60 percent of their desired kill and only 
about 40 percent of total kill-capacity.
TABLE 6. Plant Capacity and Level of Operation of Selected 









i (Head Per Day) - - -
Larged/ 21 360 90 70 53
Medium—/ 24 40 12 8.4 4.8
The entire population of large sized firms was 
interviewed.
jV Samples include 48 percent of the population of 
medium sized firms.
The difference between desired kill and present kill 
occurred because many of the plants either could not obtain 
the number of cattle needed to reach the desired kill level 
or cattle prices were unfavorable to enable profitable 
slaughter. Slaughter plants which had a present kill level 
close to the desired kill level generally purchased cattle 
from out-of-state sources. Present kill as a percentage of 
desired kill was 20 percent higher for large plants. These 
plants generally imported more cattle from other states than 
did the medium sized plants, which depended primarily on in­
state sources of cattle.3
/
^Nineteen of the 21 large plants and three of the 24 
medium sized plants purchased cattle from out-of-state sources.
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Type and Weight of Cattle Slaughtered
Louisiana packing plants have historically slaughtered 
lightweight animals, at least compared to many areas of the 
country. This was the case in the plants included in this 
study, although most of the people interviewed indicated 
that the trend was toward heavier animals.
The number and percentage of cattle and calves 
slaughtered in the plants included in this study, by weight 
class, are presented in Table 7.
TABLE 7. Number and Percentage of Cattle and Calves
Slaughtered in Selected Louisiana Slaughter Plants, 














(No.) (Percent) (No.) (Percent)
lbs. 744 0.2 588 1.9
251-450 lbs. 110,832 38.5 11,916 39.4
451-650 lbs. 76,752 26.7 9,648 31.8
651-750 lbs. 19,260 6.7 972 3.2
751-950 lbs. 8,220 2.9 468 1.6
Cows & Bulls 71,832 25.0 6,684 22.1
287,640 100.0 30,236 100.0
The data show that less than 10 percent of the cattle
and calves (other than cows and bulls) slaughtered in the 
large plants weighed more than 650 pounds, while only about 
five percent of the animals slaughtered in the medium sized
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plants weighed as much as 650 pounds. Most of the animals 
slaughtered were in the 250 to 650 pound range. Nineteen 
of the 21 large plants reported that a portion of the 
animals they slaughtered had been fed, as compared with 
only five of the 24 medium sized plants.
Source of Cattle and Calves Slaughtered
All of the slaughter plants in the study indicated 
they purchased at least part of their cattle in Louisiana. 
However, one of the large plants purchased only about 10 
percent of its animals in the state. The percentage of 
animals purchased locally generally depended upon the number 
of fed animals the plant slaughtered, since fed animals were 
generally purchased out-of-state. Most of the cows, bulls, 
and light calves were purchased locally.
Nineteen of the 21 large plants and three of the 24 
medium sized plants bought cattle from out-of-state sources. 
Again, this usually involved the purchase of fed animals 
which were not available in sufficient quantities within the 
state.
A majority of the respondents indicated that most of 
the fed animals brought in from out-of-state weighed between 
450 and 650 pounds. Many of these animals had been on feed 
between 90 and 120 days. Feedlots, auctions located in 
feeding areas and order buyers were commonly listed as 
sources of fed cattle. Texas was listed as the main source.
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However, Oklahoma, Kansas, Mississippi, Missouri, Arizona, 
Alabama and Tennessee were also listed.
Market Outlets
Slaughter plants in Louisiana sell their products 
through a wide variety of outlets. However, the larger 
plants generally sold more through agencies or firms not 
connected with the slaughter operation, whereas many of the 
medium sized plants sold through their own meat market or 
retail outlet (Table 8), As indicated in Table 8, only a 
small number of medium sized plants used the chain store as 
an outlet for some of their meat and meat products. Plants 
selling to chain stores were generally the larger plants and 
were those which slaughtered fed animals weighing between 
500 and 600 pounds. As noted earlier, these animals were 
usually fed for 90 to 120 days. The importance of being 
able to supply a uniform quality carcass in large quantities 
was stressed by the respondents. If they were not able to 
do this, they would lose their chain store outlets.
Approximately 60 percent of the slaughter plants did 
not sell to chain stores. They were usually the smaller 
operations and marketed most of their beef through indepen­
dent stores, meat markets and their own retail outlets.
Many of these outlets were corner grocery stores or country 
stores with a relatively small total volume.
TABLE 8. Market
Plants










(Number of Plants) -
Large 14 19 5 19 5
Medium 2 6 1 11 14
Evaluation of the Impact of the Wholesfome Meat Act 
of 1967 on the Louisiana Livestock 
Slaughter Industry
The primary purpose of this section is to evaluate 
the Louisiana slaughter industry, particularly with regard 
to the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967. This act, which requires 
federal inspection or its equivalent, will have a great 
impact on Louisiana's slaughter industry. It will force 
many plants to alter their facilities and many others to go 
out of business. Although it is impossible to predict the 
exact number needing physical alterations, an estimate was 
made of the number of plants requiring minor changes, 
moderate changes and major changes.^
^The estimates are the judgment of the author based 
upon general impressions of the plants visited and not upon 
a detailed study of each plant. The alterations indicated 
in the footnotes to Table 9 are examples of the changes 
which would be required, and are not meant to indicate the 
only changes which would be required.
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Of the 35 plants dealing in the wholesale meat trade 
in Louisiana, only two plants currently are federally 
inspected and only three plants were judged to need only 
minor alteration to meet federal regulations. Approximately 
one-half of the plants would require moderate alteration and 
another one-third would require major alteration (Table 9). 
Considerable expense would be incurred by plants requiring 
moderate or major alteration. This could often be high 
enough to cause the owner to decide to go out of business.
TABLE 9. An Estimation of the Changes Required by Selected 
Louisiana Slaughter Plants Selling Meat Wholesale




Size of Plants Minorf*/ Moderate^/ Major£/ inspected
Large 21 2 11 6 2
Medium 14 1 7  6 0
Minor alteration includes changes involving only 
minor costs and would not be difficult to make on existing 
facilities. In some cases the plant is already qualified 
for federal inspection, but has not yet done so.
k/ Moderate alterations would be more difficult to do 
and would involve considerable costs. Such changes as 
widening doors, resurfacing floors and walls, changing 
heights of ceilings, etc. would be required.
£/ Major alterations would necessitate complete 
remodeling of the plant. Complete modifications of the 
doors, floors, walls, ceilings, water facilities, killing 
facilities, cooler space, etc. would be required.
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The plants included in the evaluation in Table 9 
could generally be considered to be among the better, more 
up-to-date plants in Louisiana. They are in the larger and 
medium sized categories and include only plants which dealt 
in the wholesale trade. Even then, a high percentage would 
require considerable alterations to meet federal require­
ments. It seems logical that other plants in the state 
would also require many changes, usually more drastic 
changes than those in the plants included in the evaluation 
of Table 9. This is especially true of the plants often 
referred to as custom slaughterers, local butchers, family 
slaughter plants and other similar classifications. Many 
of these plants will probably cease operation rather than 
try to make the required changes. The added costs of
Ialteration would be too great1 to justify when the small 
volumes these firms handle is considered.
CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND ANALYTICAL PROCEDURE
The theoretical basis and the analytical procedure




The competitive position of the Louisiana slaughter 
industry depends upon all aspects of procurement, slaughter 
and marketing of beef. Efficiencies in one aspect can be 
offset by inefficiencies in other aspects. For example, low 
production costs can be offset by a high cost marketing 
system. In order for an industry to achieve a high level 
of performance, it is necessary for it to adjust to changing 
economic conditions. As pointed out in Chapter I, the live­
stock industry is a dynamic industry; one which is undergoing 
changing demand and supply conditions.
There is considerable interregional competition in 
the slaughter industry. A study by Malone and Murra found 
that approximately one-half of all fed beef shipped into 
Louisiana originated in the midwest.^- Thus the ability of
3-G. Wayne Malone and Gene E. Murra, The Retail Market 
for Beef in Louisiana (Baton Rouge, Louisiana: Louisiana 
State University arid Agricultural Experiment Station DAE 
Research Report Number 379, June 1968).
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the Louisiana slaughter industry to remain a viable segment 
of the Louisiana economy depends for the most part upon its 
ability to compete with other regions of the country, par­
ticularly the midwest, in the sale of beef in the Louisiana 
market. In order to determine if the Louisiana slaughter 
industry can compete in the sale of beef with other areas 
of the country, particularly the midwest, it is necessary to 
establish the economic relationships between the Louisiana 
beef market and the national beef market.
The Louisiana slaughter industry is related to the 
slaughter industry in the Midwest through the marketing 
system. The two industries compete in the sale of beef on 
a grade and weight basis. For example, choice beef produced 
in the Midwest competes with choice beef produced in 
Louisiana. Also, the heavier I beef produced in the Midwest 
competes with lighter weight beef produced in Louisiana.
The extent of this competition is limited by cross elasticity 
of demand between the various grades of beef. The ability 
of the Louisiana slaughter industry to supply beef for 
Louisiana markets, competing with beef produced in other 
areas and shipped into Louisiana, depends upon a number of 
factors. Some of these are carcass beef prices, carcass 
transportation costs, cost of cattle purchased by Louisiana 
slaughter plants, cattle transportation costs and slaughter­




The concept of the perfect market provides a 
theoretical basis for estimating the competitive position 
of the Louisiana slaughter industry. Shepherd defines a 
perfect market as one in which differences in price can be 
attributed to differences in time, form and place. "In a 
perfect market, the price differential in time, place and 
form would be equivalent to corresponding differences in 
costs.”3 Shepherd goes on to say that prices at any given 
time "would be uniform over geographical areas, plus or 
minus the cost of getting supplies from surplus to deficit 
areas."4 Thus, if a perfect market exists in the cattle 
industry at any given time for a specified grade, the dif­
ference in price between one market (the Midwest) and 
another (Louisiana) would be equal to the cost of transpor­
tation between these two markets.
"The necessary conditions for a perfect market are 
that all buyers and sellers in it have perfect knowledge 
of demand and supply and prices, and act rationally upon 
that knowledge."5 Although everyone in the cattle industry
2Geoffrey S. Shepherd, Marketing Farm Products (Ames, 





does not have perfect knowledge, the industry does possess 
many of the characteristics of a perfect market. There is 
a large number of buyers and sellers in the cattle industry. 
There is a considerable degree of uniformity of product, so 
price comparisons can be made between areas without visual 
inspection. Nationally, the federal market news service 
reports livestock prices by grade from numerous public 
markets and several large producing areas. Although the 
detail and completeness of price reports varies somewhat from 
one area of the country to another, radio and daily and 
weekly newspapers are used to provide fast and accurate mar­
ket news to both the suppliers and buyers in most areas of 
the country. Thus, the cattle industry possesses sufficient 
characteristics of a perfect market, enabling use of this 
concept as a basis for estimating price differences due to 
both grade and location for both carcass beef and live 
animals.
Analytical Procedure
In Chapter II of this study a detailed description of 
the Louisiana slaughter industry was presented. It was shown 
that the Louisiana slaughter industry consists primarily of 
a large number of small firms. Only 35 of the 45 large and 
medium firms interviewed in the study engaged in wholesale 
trade. Many of these plants operated at less than full 
capacity. The average operating capacity of the large
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plants was 75 percent of kill capacity and the average 
operating capacity of medium plants was 60 percent of kill 
capacity. It was also shown that the Wholesome Meat Act of 
1967 is going to have considerable effect on the slaughter­
ing industry. Only two Louisiana slaughtering plants are 
federally inspected and it was estimated that only three 
plants could meet inspection standards with minor alterations. 
The remainder of the plants would require moderate to major 
alterations. The foregoing suggests that the Louisiana 
slaughter industry is going to undergo considerable change 
in the immediate future. In order to estimate the future 
position of the Louisiana slaughter industry, it is neces­
sary to study the feasibility of Louisiana slaughter plants 
slaughtering selected grades of cattle.
The following analytical procedure was used in order 
to study the feasibility of Louisiana slaughtering plants 
slaughtering selected grades of cattle. The state of 
Louisiana was divided into five market areas (Figure 5).
A "model" slaughter plant was then hypothetically "located" 
in each of the five market areas. In this study a "model" 
slaughter plant is a hypothetical slaughter plant which 
operates in a specified manner. Cost and revenue data
^To comply with the Wholesome Meat Act, all 
slaughtering plants must meet federal inspection standards 
or equivalent state standards. Consequently, the "model" 
plant used in this analysis is one that meets federal 
inspection standards. No attempt was made in this study to 
describe the physical facilities or layout of the plant.
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Shreveport Market Area 
Monroe Market Area 
Alexandria Market Area 
Lake Charles Market Area 
New Orleans Market Area
O
• ^
Figure 5. Five Selected Market Areas in Louisiana
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were developed for the "model" plant located in each area.
Each "model" plant was then "programmed," using a profit 
maximizing linear programming model to determine the feasi­
bility of slaughtering the various grades of cattle.
The following aspects of the analytical procedure are 
discussed in this chapter: location of "model" plants, grades
of cattle slaughtered, size of plant, restrictions on the 
number of each grade of cattle slaughtered, and assumptions 
about the operation of "model" plants. The following physi­
cal input-output data are presented in this chapter: shrink­
age, dressing percentage, by-product yields.
In Chapter IV economic data are presented on cattle 
prices, carcass beef prices, slaughtering costs, cattle 
transportation costs and carcass beef transportation costs.
Location of the "Model" Slaughter Plant
One of the factors which affects the competitive 
position of a slaughter plant is plant location. In order 
to obtain a meaningful analysis, Louisiana was divided into 
five marketing areas. The state is large enough so that 
any conclusion drawn about the slaughtering industry must 
be in reference to a particular location because of the 
effect of transportation cost. The use of five market areas 
permits an area by area analysis of the slaughter industry. 
Figure 5 delineates the five marketing areas.
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A "model" slaughter plant was hypothetically "located" 
in the following cities, one within each of the areas" New 
Orleans, Lake Charles, Alexandria, Monroe and Shreveport.
The areas were chosen because (1) each area has a large 
population representing a large market for beef, and (2) 
each area had at least one major metropolitan center with 
the necessary municipal facilities such as electricity, 
water and transportation connections to service a slaughter 
plant.
Grades of Cattle
The following categories of livestock were included 
in the analysis
(1) U.S.D.A. classes






(a) Good and choice steers and heifers
(b) Standard steers and heifers
(c) Good and choice slaughter calves
(d) Standard slaughter calves
?The U.S.D.A. classification of cattle is based on 
standards set by the U.S.D.A. The Louisiana classification 
of cattle roughly approximates the standards set by the 
U.S.D.A. However, in reporting the prices of the Louisiana 
grades, certain U.S.D.A. grade classifications are combined.
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These grades were selected because the bulk of the demand 
for beef in Louisiana is for this type of beef. Malonei and 
Murra found that approximately 90 percent of the consumer 
demand for beef accounted for in their study was for the
qtype of beef represented by these grades of cattle. Also, 
both U.S.D.A. grades and Louisiana grades (as reported in 
market reports) are included.
Size of Plant
Maximum plant capacity was set at 40,000 head per 
year. This size plant approximates the predominant size 
among the more modern plants presently located in the state. 
It is also large enough to achieve reasonable cost levels.9 
This size plant is equivalent to a plant slaughtering 20 
head per hour, eight hours per day, five days per week, 50 
weeks per year. In order to limit the number of animals 
slaughtered in a particular category, certain restrictions 
were assumed (Table 10). These restrictions were developed 
to facilitate economic evaluation of the various grades of 
cattle. The restrictions for the individual grades of cattle 
reflect the proportionate demand for beef, as outlined in 
Malone and Murra*s study, and the supply of beef by grades 
as reported by cooperating slaughter plants.
8Malone and Murra, op. cit., p. 16.
9See Chapter IV for more information on slaughtering
costs.
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TABLE 10. Maximum KilX-Capacifcy of Plant and Restriction 
on Total Kill by Grade, Per Yearf*/
Category Number Per Year . .





*Good and Choice Steers and Heifers 2,000
‘■^Standard Steers and Heifers 2,000
*Good and Choice Slaughtered Calves 2,800
-̂'Standard Slaughtered Calves 3,200
ft/ The maximum kill of all grades exceeds plant 
capacity; however, plant capacity restricts total kill to
40,000.
* Louisiana classes.
Assumptions About the Operation of the "Model" Plant
The following assumptions were made in order to put
t
the analytical model into operational form;
(1) carcass beef is sold wholesale within the 
immediate area;
(2) edible by-products are sold on a wholesale basis;
(3) inedible by-products are sold to a commercial 
rendering firm;
(4) hides are salted down and sold to a commercial 
buyer to be picked up at the plant;
(5) cattle purchases of the plant are so small in 
relation to total market supply that they have 
no appreciable effect upon supply price;
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(6) the plant pays all transportation charges on 
cattle purchased.
These assumptions are consistent with current prac­
tices in the slaughter industry in Louisiana. All of the 
large slaughter plants in the study sold some beef and 
edible by-products wholesale. Although some of the plants 
did break carcasses into smaller cuts, most meat was sold 
as whole carcasses or halves. Some of the plants had a 
rendering plant; however, most of them sold their inedible 
by-products to a commercial rendering firm. It was not 
possible within the scope of this study to determine revenues 
from by-products if processed at the slaughter plant. Even 
though these simplifying assumptions circumscribe limits on 
the usefulness of this study, they nevertheless provide a 
flexible and useful framework5 that corresponds to practices 
in the slaughter industry.
Physical Data for Analytical Procedure
10Shrinkage. A common practice in the cattle industry 
is for an automatic "pencil shrink" to be subtracted from the 
weight of cattle purchased from feedlots. Thus, the buyer 
pays only for the net liveweight; that is, the scale weight
■̂®The data on shrinkage, dressing percentage and buy­
ing practices of the slaughter plants were obtained by 
interviewing management personnel of the cooperating slaughter 
plants. The data was then compared with data of the Animal 
Science Department, Louisiana State University.
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minus the pencil s h r i n k . A  pencil shrink of four percent 
is commonly used in the livestock industry, and was used in 
this study for those cattle assumed to be purchased directly 
from feedlots. Pencil shrink was not used on cattle pur­
chased from auctions or central markets. Rather, the pur­
chase weight is the actual scale weight. It was assumed in 
this study that cattle classified under the U.S.D.A. grading 
system were purchased from feedlots and that cattle classi­
fied under the Louisiana grading system were purchased from 
auctions. These assumptions correspond to buying practices 
currently used in the slaughter industry in Louisiana.
Dressing Percentages and Weights. Dressing percent­
ages are computed by dividing the chilled carcass weight by 
the net liveweight of the animal. The dressing percentages 
used in this study were estimated after extensive consults-
Ation with personnel of cooperating slaughter plants and with 
personnel of the Animal Science Department of Louisiana 
State University. Weights and dressing percentages assumed 
for the various grades are shown in Table 11.
By-Product Yields. The coefficients used to estimate 
by-product yields were obtained from cooperating slaughtering 
plants. In one case a slaughtering plant had conducted a
^Pencil shrink is a percentage reduction in purchased 
weight of cattle which the seller allows the buyer to cover 
loss of weight which occurs in transit.









Choice steers 950 .04 912 59.5 543
Good steers 875 .04 840 58.5 491
Choice heifers 740 .04 710 57.5 408
Good heifers 675 .04 648 56.5 366
*Good and choice steers and
heifers 650 - 650 57,0 370
*Standard steers and heifers 625 - 625 56.0 350
*Good and choice slaughtered
calves 400 - 400 56.5 226
*Standard slaughtered calves 375 375 55.5 222
*Cattle obtained from Louisiana sources, primarily auctions. Therefore, 
pencil shrink was not used.
The liveweights shown for the U.S.D.A. grades are based upon average 
weights at Fort Worth as reported by the U.S.D.A. (See Livestock and Meat 
Statistics, United States Department of Agriculture 1960-66) . Liveweights shown 
for Louisiana grades of cattle are based upon information obtained from the Live­
stock Marketing Division of the Louisiana State Department of Agriculture.
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six-month study on all by-products to determine the quantity 
of by-products obtained as a percent of the carcass beef 
produced. Table 12 shows the coefficients used to estimate 
by-product yields in the study.
TABLE 12. By-Product Yields as a Percentage, of Chilled 
Carcass Weight5/
By-Product










Based upon information obtained from cooperating 
slaughter plants.
CHAPTER IV
ECONOMIC DATA FOR THE ANALYTICAL MODEL
Costs in the slaughter industry are incurred in the 
purchase of cattle, transportation of cattle and the proces­
sing of animals. Revenue is derived from the sale of carcass 
beef and by-products. The procedure used to estimate these 
important costs and revenues are outlined in this Chapter.
A Framework for the Development of Cattle Prices
The largest cost in the slaughter industry is incurred 
in the purchase of cattle. The largest source of revenue is 
derived from the sale of beef. Thus, the prices of cattle 
and carcass beef have a tremendous impact on profits at the 
slaughter plant. In addition to the impact on profits, 
cattle and carcass beef prices reflect changing demand and 
supply conditions within the livestock industry. All aspects 
of the supply and demand for cattle, such as the numbers, 
location and relative costs of cattle production, marketing 
practices and costs and the demand for beef are reflected 
by the price mechanism.
There is a number of factors which must be considered 
in developing cattle and carcass beef prices for the model 
plants. These factors include the relationship between the 
prices of various grades of cattle, the relationship between
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the wholesale price of carcass beef and the price of cattle, 
and the relationship between the price of cattle purchased 




The general level of cattle prices fluctuates because 
of changes in demand and supply conditions. Both short-term 
and long-term movements in prices occur because of various 
market forces. One of the most important causes of the 
long-term movements in cattle prices is the cycle which 
occurs in cattle numbers. Historically, this cycle has 
averaged 15 years in length.-*• Normally, as the cycle 
approaches its peak in numbers of cattle, cattle prices 
decline. As cattle numbers decrease, cattle prices increase. 
The prices of the various grades of cattle move along a 
cyclical path as the cycle in cattle numbers occurs.
There is a rather stable relationship between the 
prices of the various grades of cattle in the long-run that 
reflects differences in quality and cost of production. 
Although the relationship between the prices of the various 
grades of cattle does occasionally change for short time 
periods, this relationship remains relatively stable in the 
long-run because of the economic forces present in the
■^Shepherd, op. cit., p. 130.
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production and marketing systems. For example, the average 
price of choice steers is greater than the average price of 
good steers because choice steer beef is a higher quality 
product in the eyes of the consumer, and as a result, is 
demanded at a higher price by the consumer. Also, it is 
more costly to produce choice steers than good steers. If 
the price of good steers were higher than the price of 
choice steers for a sustained period of time, farmers who 
produce choice steers would transfer their resources to the 
production of good steers.
The Relationship Between Wholesale Carcass Beef Prices and 
the Price of Cattle
The price of carcass beef is highly correlated with 
live cattle prices. This is because of the weight relation­
ship expressed in terms of dressing percentage. "Dressing 
percentage is the percentage of the weight of the live 
animal that will be represented by the carcass when the 
animal is slaughtered.1,3 Buying practices in the slaughter 
industry maintain a strong relationship between carcass 
prices and live prices because "the buyer always estimates 
the dressing percentage and grade before bidding on a 
single animal or load."** Slaughter plants compute the cost
^Stewart H. Fowler, The Marketing of Livestock and 
Meat (Danville, Illinois: TheTlnterstate Printers and 
Publishers, Inc., 1961), p. 136.
3Ibid.
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of dressed beef directly from the cost of the live animal.
For example, if a slaughter plant pays $25 per hundred­
weight for choice steers that have a dressing percentage of 
59.5, the purchase cost of dressed beef is $42.04 per hundred 
weight. Thus, the price paid for live animals is directly 
related to the cost of carcass beef. Although there is a 1 
strong relationship between the price of carcass beef and 
the price of the live animal, there is not an exact correspon 
dence between the two prices. However, the relationship is 
strong enough so that it must be accounted for in developing 
input and output prices for the analysis.
The Relationship Between the Price of Beef in the Midwest 
and the Price of Beef in Louisiana
Cattle production and slaughter is centered primarily 
in the Midwest. Production of beef in the Midwest far 
exceeds consumption, leaving surplus production. Louisiana 
is a deficit beef producing state, with consumption exceed­
ing slaughter. The marketing system channels beef from 
surplus beef producing areas to deficit beef producing 
areas. Prices in deficit areas will not get very far out 
of line with prices in surplus areas for the same quality 
and weight of beef. Cattle and carcass beef prices in the 
Midwest are related to cattle and carcass beef prices in 
Louisiana through the marketing system. Assuming a perfect 
marketing system, the only difference between the price of
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cattle or carcass beef of equivalent grades in the Midwest 
and Louisiana would be transportation cost.
Estimation of Cattle and Carcass Beef Prices
As discussed in the preceding section, prices of 
various grades of cattle and carcass beef in Louisiana, the 
Port Worth area and the Midwest are highly related to each 
other. It was necessary to estimate the degree of inter­
dependence in developing cattle and carcass beef prices for 
the "model" slaughter plants. Least squares regression was 
used to estimate the interdependence between the various 
prices.^ The data used for the least squares regressions 
covers the seven-year period from 1960 through 1966. This 
span of time is long enough to contain both low and high 
cattle and carcass beef prices. It is also recent enough 
to reflect the current price relationship between the 
various grades of cattle and carcass beef.
In order to obtain prices for the analysis, it was 
necessary to select markets to represent the different 
marketing areas involved in the study. The Chicago cattle 
market was chosen to represent the price of cattle and 
carcass beef in the Midwest. Prices reported on this market 
are widely used as a standard by people in the cattle
4j, Johnston, Econometric Methods (New York, New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book"Company, Inc., 1960), p. 3.
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industry. Malone and Murra found that almost one-half of 
the retailers in their study of beef consumption in 
Louisiana in 1966 used an adjusted Chicago price in arriving 
at the price they paid wholesalers for carcass beef.5 
Second, Chicago prices of carcass beef furnish the most 
complete record of beef prices in the Midwest for the grades 
of cattle considered in this study.
As pointed out in Chapter II, Louisiana slaughter 
plants purchase fed cattle primarily in Texas and other 
Southwestern States. The Fort Worth livestock market is 
the largest market in the Southwest giving price quotations 
on U.S.D.A. grades of cattle. Fort Worth price quotations 
are widely reported by the news media; hence, it is reason­
able to assume that they are representative of the prices 
paid for U.S.D.A. grades of cattle in this area. Thus, the 
Fort Worth market was selected as the source of price infor­
mation for the areas which supply the largest percentage of 
fed cattle brought into Louisiana for slaughter.
Live cattle are also purchased from auction markets 
in Louisiana. Therefore, the published price quotations 
on these grades were also used in the analysis. These 
prices are reported weekly for the categories indicated 
earlier.
5Malone and Murra, op. cit., p. 24.
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Estimated Relationship Between Prices of Selected Grades 
of Cattle
Cattle prices used to estimate the price relationship 
between the various grades of cattle were those reported 
from tho Chicago market* In order to facilitate estimation 
of the relationship of the general level of cattle prices 
to the price of particular grades of cattle and to estimate 
the price relationships between grades of cattle, prices of 
choice steers were selected as an index of cattle prices. 
This grade was selected because there is a high degree of 
uniformity within the grade. Also, in 1966, fifty-seven 
percent of the slaughter steers and heifers of all grades 
sold in Chicago were choice steers.
Least squares regression was used to estimate the 
relationships between the prices of choice steers and the
i
prices of good steers, choice heifers and good heifers.** 
Monthly average prices at Chicago from 1960-66 form the 
data for the a n a l y s i s .  ̂ The estimated coefficients 
obtained from the regression analysis and the coefficients 
of determination (R̂ ) are shown in Table 13.
6"Choice steer prices" was the exogenous variable 
chosen to predict the price of three other grades.
7price information was obtained from selected issues 
of Livestock and Meat Statistics, United States Department 
of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Statistical 
Reporting Service, Economic Research Service, Washington,
D. C., 1960-66.
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TABLE 13. Coefficients Obtained by Estimating the Price
Relationships Between (I) Good and Choice Steers, 
(2) Choice Heifers and Choice Steers, and (3)






Good steers 2.67 .84013 .9655
Choice heifers 3.31 .82697 .9262
Good heifers 4.43 .72173 .8736
The coefficients of determination (R̂ ) ranged from 
.9655 to .8736. The highest coefficient of determination 
was obtained in the comparison of prices of choice steers 
and good steers. This was expected because choice steers 
and good steers have a high degree of substitutability. The
relationship between the price of choice steers and good
!'heifers was also very high, as indicated by the coefficient 
of determination of .8736.
Estimated Relationship Between the Price of Carcass Beef 
and the Price of Cattle
Least squares regression analysis was also used to 
estimate equations to predict the wholesale price of carcass 
beef. The data used for the regression analysis were the 
monthly average wholesale prices of carcass beef and the 
monthly average cattle prices on the Chicago livestock 
market from 1960-66. The resulting least squares coeffi­
cients for the estimating equations are presented in Table 14.
TABLE 14. Coefficients Obtained by Estimating the Prices of Wholesale Carcass Beef 
from the Prices of Corresponding Grades of Cattle®./
Regressions Estimates
Carcass Category (Y) Live Category (X) a ■™'b ----
600-700 lbs. Choice steer Choice steer 13.02 1 '100S8 .7355
500-600 lbs. Good steer Good steer 5.12 1.38819 .7389
500-600 lbs. Choice heifers Choice heifers 1.77 1.55184 .8579
500-600 lbs. Good heifers Good heifers 1.52 1.57914 .8356
600-700 lbs. Standard steers Other steers 1.87 1.68143 .8153




The coefficients of determination, which in this case 
express the percentage variations in the wholesale prices of 
carcass beef that are explained by the prices of the cor­
responding grade of cattle, ranged from .8579 to .7355.
Estimated Relationship Between the Prices of Cattle in the 
Midwest and the Prices Paid "fo'r Cattle by Louisiana'
Slaughter Plants
i
U.S.D.A. Grades of Cattle. Least'squares regression 
analysis was used to estimate the relationship between the 
price of corresponding grades of cattle between the Chicago 
and Fort Worth markets (Table 15). Monthly price quotations 
from the Fort Worth and Chicago markets for the selected
grades from 1960-66 formed the data for the regression.
The coefficients of determination ranged from .8767 
to .6693, indicating that the price of cattle sold in Fort 
Worth is highly related to the price of cattle sold in 
Chicago.
TABLE 15. Coefficients Obtained by Estimating the Prices of 
U.S.D.A. Grades of Cattle at the Fort Worth Market
from the Prices of Corresponding Grades at the
Chicago Market
Fort Worth Chicago Regression Estimates
Grade (Y) Grade (X) a b R*
Choice steers Choice steers 3.67 .81826 .8467
Good steers Good steers 2.06 .87983 .8044
Choice heifers Choice heifers 2.47 .86571 .6905
Good heifers Good heifers 1.07- .93549 .6693
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Louisiana Grades of Cattle. The relationship between 
the prices paid for cattle at Louisiana auction markets and 
the prices paid for cattle at the Chicago market is not as 
high as the relationship between the Fort Worth and Chicago 
markets. This difference is due primarily to differences in 
price reporting and marketing systems employed. For example, 
the Louisiana pricing system, in reporting prices, combines 
good and choice animals into one category. It would have 
been desirable to have had more detailed price information 
with a separate category for each grade. However, prices 
are not reported in this manner. Thus, it was necessary to 
use an alternative procedure to develop an equation to pre­
dict the price of Louisiana cattle. Least squares regression 
was used to estimate the prices of Louisiana good and choice 
steers and heifers from the price of U.S.D.A. choice steers 
in Chicago. The coefficient of determination (r 2) between 
these grades of cattle was .2505. This is a low coefficient 
of determination. However, the predictions obtained by use 
of the least square equation were rather good, based on the 
ability of the equation to predict the actual prices (Appendix 
Table 13). The next step was to predict the prices of the 
other Louisiana grades of cattle considered in this study 
from the price of Louisiana good and choice steers and 
heifers. The estimating coefficients are presented in Table 
16.
/
TABLE 16. Coefficients Obtained by Estimating the Prices of Louisiana Grades of 
Cattle at Louisiana Auction Markets
Louisiana U.S.D.A* Regression Estimates
Grades (Y) Grades (X) a b R^
Good & choice steers 
& heifers (La.)
Choice steers (Chicago) 11.43 .4284 .2505
Good 6 choice slaughter 
calves (La.)
Good & choice steers 
6 heifers (La.) 1.32 1.00868 .8845
Standard slaughter 
calves (La.)
Good 6 choice steers 
& heifers (La.) -.93 1.00881 .9123
Standard steers & 
heifers (La.)
Good 6 choice steers 
& heifers (La.) -2.39 1.01592 .8728
tnco
Prices for the Analytical Model- 
Estimatinq Procedures
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The least squares equations were used to predict 
cattle and carcass beef prices in the following manner.
First, the levels of cattle prices to be used in evaluating 
the competitive position of the Louisiana slaughter industry 
were selected. After reviewing the range of cattle prices 
experienced in recent years, it was decided that eight levels 
of cattle prices would be sufficient to represent the price 
situations experienced. In order to generate the eight 
different price situations, the price of choice steers at 
the Chicago market was varied in dollar increments from $21 
to $28 per hundredweight. Then, the prices of the other 
grades of cattle in Chicago were estimated from the price 
of choice steers in Chicago by using the coefficients in 
Table 13. Next, the prices paid for cattle in Fort Worth 
and Louisiana were predicted by using the equation presented 
in Tables 15 and 16. Finally, the prices of carcass beef 
were predicted using the equations presented in Table 14.
The following examples demonstrate the use of the 
least squares equations in estimating prices.
U.S.D.A. Grades
If the price situation is such that U.S.D.A. choice 
steers (X) at the Chicago market are selling for $21 per 
hundredweight, good steers (Y) in Chicago are predicted by
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equation one (using coefficients from Table 13) to be sel­
ling for $20.31 per hundredweight.
(1) Y = 2.67 + .84013 (X)
Y = 2.67 + .84013 (21.00)
Y = 20.31
The next step was to predict the price of good steers (Y) at 
the Fort Worth market from the price of good steers (X) at
the Chicago market. The price of good steers at the Fort
Worth market was predicted by equation two (using coeffi­
cients from Table 15) to be $19.93 per hundredweight.
(2) Y =2.06 + .87983 (X)
Y = 2.06 + .87983 (20.31)
Y = 19.93
Finally, the price of carcass beef at the Chicago 
market was predicted in order to establish a basis for 
deriving carcass beef prices for Louisiana slaughter plants. 
The price of good steer carcass beef (Y) at the Chicago 
market was predicted from the price of good steers (X) at 
Chicago by equation three.
(3) Y = 5.12 + 1.38819 (X)
Y = 5.12 + 1.38819 (20.31)
Y = 33.31
Louisiana Grades
Cattle Prices. The procedure used to compute the 
prices for Louisiana grades of beef was slightly different.
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When choice steers (X) at the Chicago market sell for $21, 
the price of Louisiana good and choice steers and heifers 
(Y) were predicted by equation four (using coefficients 
from Table 16) to sell for $20.43 per hundredweight.
(4) Y = 11.43 + .4284 (X)
Y = 11.43 + .4284 (21.00)
Y a 20.4264
The price of Louisiana good and choice slaughter 
calves (Y) are then estimated, from the predicted price of 
Louisiana good and choice calves (X), by equation five 
(using coefficients from Table 16).
(5) Y * 1.32 + 1.00868 (X)
Y = 1.32 + 1.00868 (20.4264)
Y = 21.92
Carcass Prices. Carcass beef prices for Louisiana 
grades of beef are not published. Thus, it was necessary 
to use an alternative procedure to estimate prices for 
Louisiana grades of carcass beef. Louisiana slaughter 
plants were contacted to determine the prices they used for 
these grades. They reported that (1) good and choice steer 
and heifer carcasses sell at the same average price as 
U.S.D.A. good steer carcasses, (2) standard steer and heifer 
carcasses sell at the same average price as U.S.D.A. standard 
steer carcasses, (3) good and choice slaughter calf carcasses 
sell at the same average price as choice heifer carcasses and
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(4) standard slaughter calf carcasses sell at the same 
average price as U.S.D.A, good heifer carcasses. Therefore, 
these carcass prices, adjusted for transportation costs, were 
used in estimating the carcass prices of Louisiana grades.
Cattle and carcass beef prices developed by the 
techniques discussed in the preceding section are shown in 
Table 17.
Carcass Beef Prices for Louisiana Slaughter Plants.
The carcass beef prices presented in Table 17 are the esti­
mated prices of the various grades of beef at the Chicago 
market. Since Louisiana is a deficit beef producing area and 
the Midwest is a surplus beef producing area, it logically 
follows that the general level of carcass beef prices in the 
Chicago market would be lower than the level of carcass beef 
prices in Louisiana. According to the principles set out 
in the perfect market concept, the magnitude of the differ­
ence between the price of carcass beef in Louisiana and beef 
surplus areas would equal the cost of transporting carcass 
beef from the surplus areas to Louisiana. Thus, the whole­
sale market price of carcass beef in Louisiana would be equal 
to the wholesale price of carcass beef in Chicago plus trans­
portation cost to Louisiana.
In order to estimate the wholesale price of carcass 
beef in the five market areas delineated in Figure 5, Chapter
TABLE 17. Estimated Cattle and Carcass Beef Prices for Selected Grades of Animals 










Steers Choice Heifers Good Heifers
Live Carcass Live Carcass Live Carcass Live Carcass
- - - (Dollars per Hundredweight)_ _ .
21 20.86 36.14 19.93 33.31 20.37 33.86 19.40 32.51
22 21.68 37.24 20.67 34.48 21.08 35.13 20.07 33.65
23 22.49 38.34 21.41 35.64 21.80 36.42 20.74 34.79
24 23.31 39i44 22.15 36.81 22.53: 37.73 21.42 35.93
25 24.13 40.54 22.89 37.97 23.23 38.98 22.10 37.08
26 24.95 41.64 23.63 39.14 23.95 40.27 22.77 38.22
27 35.77 42.75 24.36 40.30 24.66 41.56 23.45 39.35

















(Chicago) Live Carcass Live Qarcass Live Carcass Live Carcass




19.68 32.51 18.37 32.50
22 20.85 34.48 22.35 35.13 20.10 33.65 18.79 33.41
23 21.28 35.64 22.78 36.42 20.53 34.79 19.23 34.57
24 21.71 26.81 23.21 37.73 20.97 35.93 19.67 35.75
25 22.14 37.97 23.65 38.98 21.40 37.08 20.10 36.91
26 22.57 39.14 24.08 40.27 21.84 38.22 20.54 38.07
27 23.00 40.30 24.52 41.56 22.29 39.34 20.98 39.23
28 23.42 41.47 24.94 42.83
Tu
22.69 40 .49 21.40 40.39
a/ The prices for the U.S.D.A. grades of live cattle are predicted for the 
Port Worth market, while the carcass beef prices are predicted for the Chicago 
market.
The prices for the Louisiana grades of live cattle are predicted for the 
Louisiana auction markets, while the carcass beef prices are predicted for the 
Chicago market. Carcass transportation costs must be added to obtain the price 
of carcass beef for the "model" slaughter plants.
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I, transportation costs were added to the wholesale price 
of carcass beef in Chicago. Transportation costs were
Ocomputed from the function:
Y « 89.78259 + .067983X
Where Y « costs in cents per hundredweight 
X = miles
The estimated transportation costs from Chicago to 
the population center in each of the five market areas in 
this study are shown in Table 18.
TABLE 18. Estimated Cost of Transporting Carcass Beef from 




Transportation Charges in 
Doliars/Hundredweight







Transportation Cost on Live Cattle
In accordance with assumption six in Chapter III, all 
transportation costs on cattle are paid by the slaughter
8W. R. Maki, unpublished data, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa.
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plants. Transportation costs on live cattle were computed 
from the function
Y « .1379 + .001334108X
Where Y « cost per hundredweight in dollars 
X =» miles
The function is based on data collected on truck 
transportation rates. Costs computed from this function are 
compatible with the trucking charges paid by Louisiana 
slaughter plants.
Processing Cost
In this study processing cost is defined as the total 
per head cost of obtaining carcass beef from live animals. 
The level of processing cost assumed a federally inspected 
plant with an on-the-rail system of beef slaughtering. The 
main objective was to select a level of processing cost that 
could be obtained by the "model" slaughter plants assuming 
an average level of management. No attempt was made to make 
inferences about the effect of economies of scale in 
slaughter plants.
The following procedure was used to select a level of 
processing cost for the "model1' plants. Several levels of
^Lewis D. Malphus, unpublished data, Clemson College, 
Clemson, South Carolina,
^•®This cost does not include the cost of collateral 
operations, such as the cost for a breaking operation, sale 
and distribution costs, or costs for sausage making opera­
tions.
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processing cost for the "model" plants were reviewed with 
management personnel of selected Louisiana slaughter plants 
with a slaughtering capacity ranging from 20,000 head to
60,000 head per year. A review of recent studies of pro­
cessing cost was conducted. Only one study was found that 
gave the detailed cost data needed. A study by John R. 
Pranzmann and B. T. Kuntz presented data on processing cost 
per animal for various size plants.H The slaughtering cost 
results of their study are presented in Table 19.
TABLE 19. Per Head Cost of Slaughtering Beef Cattle, Six 
Sizes of Model Plant, Six Levels of Operation
Percent of Size of Plant (Number Killed Per :Hour)
Rated Capacity 20 40 60 75 90 120
90 7.52
(Dollars) 
7.47 7.02 7.14 7.18 7.29
95 7.39 7.31 6.88 6.98 7.03 7.12
100 7.23 7.16 6.74 6.84 6.89 6.98
105 7.16 7.11 6.67 6.78 6.83 6.93
110 7.13 7.05 6.62 6.73 6.78 6.88
115 7.09 7.00 6.56 6.67 6.73 6.84
Source: John R. Franzmann and B. T. Kuntz, Economies of
Size in Southwestern Beef Slaughter Plants, 
Oklahoma State University Experiment Station, 
April, 1966), p. 25.
An examination of Table 19 reveals only minor dif­
ferences in the cost per animal slaughtered in plants
11John R. Franzmann and B, T. Kuntz, Economies of Size 
in Southwestern Beef Slaughter Plants, (Ok1ahoma State UnT^ 
versity Experiment Station, April, 1966), p. 25.
slaughtering 20 head per hour (a plant capacity of 40,000 
head per year) and those slaughtering 40 head per hour (a 
plant capacity of 80,000 head per year). For example, when 
these size plants are operated at 90 percent of rated 
capacity there is only five cents difference in slaughtering 
cost per animal between the 20 head per hour plant and the 
40 head per hour plant. Processing costs decrease by one 
cent per animal for each additional 8,000 animals added to 
plant capacity.
In view of the information obtained from management 
personnel of selected slaughter plants, and in view of the 
study by Franzmann and Kuntz, it was decided that a level of 
slaughtering cost of $7.50 per head was a reasonable level 
of cost to assume for the "model" plants.^2 This cost is 
based on the assumption that the "model" slaughter plants 
operate in accordance with the assumptions outlined in 
Chapter III.
By-Product Prices
The sale of by-products is an important source of 
revenue in the slaughter industry. Therefore, prices of 
by-products and fluctuations in price of by-products have a 
significant effect on the competitive position of the 
Louisiana slaughter industry.
*2This would assume a plant operating at approximately
40,000 head of cattle per year.
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Several levels of prices for the hide, heart, and 
liver were assumed. This was done in order to cover the 
range of price fluctuation in these items because (1) they 
account for 65 to 80 percent of the revenues obtained from 
the sale of by-products and (2) the prices of these items 
appear to fluctuate over a wide range. Three levels of hide 
prices were used to represent the range of hide prices. Five 
levels of liver and heart prices were used to represent the 
range of prices in liver and hearts. The prices of tankage 
meat and head meat were not varied because they constitute 
a relatively small percentage of the by-product prices and 
their prices appear to be more stable. The by-product 
prices used in the analysis are presented in Appendix Tables 
17 and 18.
CHAPTER V
EVALUATION OF THE EFFECT OF SELECTED FACTORS 
ON THE COMPETITIVE POSITION OF THE 
LOUISIANA SLAUGHTER INDUSTRY
In this chapter the analytical procedure presented in 
Chapter III and the economic data presented in Chapter IV are 
utilized in evaluating selected economic factors affecting 
the competitive position of the Louisiana slaughter industry. 
The results are presented in the following order.
1. An analysis of the effect of selected cattle price 
levels on the grades of cattle slaughtered, the number of 
cattle slaughtered and on net returns.
2. An analysis of the effect of by-product prices on 
the grades of cattle slaughtered, the number of cattle 
slaughtered and on net returns:
3. An economic analysis of certain aspects of 
Louisiana slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of 
cattle in five selected market areas (see Figure 5, Chapter 
III).
Interpretation of the Results
In order to facilitate interpretation of the results 
obtained from the analysis certain theoretical and opera­
tional aspects of the analytical procedure must be explained. 
A profit maximizing criterion was assumed in order to facili­
tate the analysis. Profits are indicative of the competitive
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position of an industry because resources are allocated by 
the profit mechanism. If firms in an industry experience 
high profits, either new firms will enter the industry or 
old firms will increase their production. In either case 
production of the industry will be increased. Conversely, 
if losses are incurred, either firms will leave the industry 
or they will decrease their production, thereby reducing pro­
duction of the industry.
Profits also guide the decision as to which products 
should be produced by a firm. As in the case of the slaughter 
industry, the slaughter of a particular grade of cattle 
depends on the profitability of slaughtering that grade com­
pared with the profitability of slaughtering other grades of 
cattle.
In economics there are two types of profits, normal 
and economic.or pure profits. Normal profit is defined as 
a return which is sufficiently large to keep the resources 
of the firm employed in their present use.^
Pure or economic profit is defined as the profit in 
excess of normal profits.^ in this study, the above concept 
of profits could not be applied in the classical manner.
This was primarily because it was not possible within the
^•Campbell R. McConnell, Economics, Principles,




limits of this study to determine sales and advertising 
costs. Consequently, the difference between total revenue 
and total cost, as presented in this study, is not a true 
profit because sales and advertising costs are not included 
in total cost.
The omission of sales and advertising costs will not 
alter the conclusions reached about the competitive position 
of the Louisiana slaughter industry if the following assump­
tions are accepted. First, it is logical to assume that 
sales and advertising costs are no higher for Louisiana 
based slaughter plants than for non-Louisiana based slaughter 
plants. Second, sales and advertising costs are somewhat 
fixed per unit of sales. That is, they are costs whose 
incidence is pro-rated among the various grades of beef in 
proportion to their share of the total volume of the plant. 
Consequently, sales and advertising costs have little effect 
upon the decision as to which grades and what quantities of 
beef should be slaughtered in order to maximize profits.
The linear programming technique employed in this 
analysis has as its goal the maximization of net revenues.
Net revenues obtained from the slaughter of the various 
grades of cattle are compared. Then the grade which has the 
highest net revenue is selected for slaughter by the 
mechanics of the procedure used. The number of animals of 
that grade which will be slaughtered is limited by the 
restriction on the number available for slaughter. When this
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restriction is met# the grade with the next highest revenue 
is selected. Cattle of this grade are then slaughtered up to 
the number permitted by the grade or plant restriction. This 
process continues until either the total number slaughtered 
reaches the restriction on the plant capacity of 40,000 head 
or the remaining grades of cattle available for slaughter have 
negative net revenues. If the latter occurs, total slaughter 
of the plant will be less than full capacity of 40,000 head.
It must be pointed out that if a certain grade of 
cattle is slaughtered, the number of cattle of that grade 
slaughtered will equal the restriction on that grade of 
cattle unless the plant reaches the full capacity restriction 
on the individual grade is reached.
The restrictions on the slaughter of the individual
i
grades of cattle were presented in Chapter III. They are 
such that a "model" slaughter plant must slaughter a minimum 
of at least three grades of cattle in order to achieve full 
capacity. Under certain price conditions, it is possible for 
all eight grades of cattle considered in the analysis to be 
included in the profit maximizing solution. In this situa­
tion all grades of cattle would have a positive net return 
and choice steers would have the smallest positive net return.
Analysis of the Effect of Low, Medium and 
High" Cattle Prices
Cattle are the largest cost item in the budget of the 
slaughtering plants, representing more than 90 percent of
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the cost of operation. The sale of carcass beef is the 
largest source of revenue accruing from the operation of a 
slaughter plant. As discussed in Chapter IV, the price of 
cattle varies over the cattle cycle. Thus, in order to 
accomplish the objectives of this study, it was necessary 
to examine the effect of low, medium and high cattle prices 
on the grades of cattle slaughtered, the number of cattle 
slaughtered, and on net returns.
The Effect of Cattle Prices on Grades Slaughtered
Table 20 shows the effect of low, medium and high 
cattle prices on the grades of cattle slaughtered by each 
"model" plant.3
As shown in Table 20 three grades of cattle were 
slaughtered more frequently than other grades at all "model" 
plants. These three grades of cattle were choice steers, 
choice heifers and standard steers and heifers. On the other 
hand, only one grade of cattle, good heifers, was not 
slaughtered in any price situation. The remaining grades of 
cattle— good steers, good and choice steers and heifers, good 
and choice calves and standard calves— were slaughtered only 
in certain price situations. Good and choice steers and
3The discussion of the effect of cattle prices 
includes only three of the eight price levels analyzed. The 
remaining five price levels are presented in the Appendix 
but are not discussed. Discussion would be very similar to 
that presented in this Chapter.
TABLE 20. Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at Low, Medium and High Cattle Prices, 











Price Levels Choice Good Choice Good G. & Ch. Standard G. & Ch. Standard
Low ($21) 20 6 12
- - (Thousand Head) - - - - - 
(Shreveport)
0 0 2 0 0
Medium ($24) 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0
High ($28) 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2
Low ($21) 20 6 12 0 (8)
(Lake Charles)*5/ 
0 2 0 0
Medium ($24) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
High ($28) 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2
Low ($21) 20 0 12 0
(Alexandria)
0 2 0 0
Medium ($24) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
High ($28) 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2
Low ($21) 20 0 12 0
(Monroe)
0 2 0 0
Medium ($24) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
High ($28) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2
Low ($21) 20 0 0 0
(New Orleans) 
0 2 0 0
Medium ($24) 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
High ($28) 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2
a/ By-product prices were held constant at the medium price level (P32) as 
presented in Appendix Tables 17 and 18.
—^ Number in parenthesis indicates grades of cattle which were profitable to 
slaughter but which were not included because the plant capacity restriction of
40,000 head would be exceeded.
Ul
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heifers were slaughtered at the medium and high price levels. 
Good and choice calves and standard calves were slaughtered 
only at the high price level. Thus, the slaughter of three 
Louisiana grades becomes feasible only at higher cattle 
prices. On the other hand, good steers were slaughtered 
only at the low and medium price levels and then at only 
two "model" plants.
The results obtained for the New Orleans "model" 
plant varied from the results for the other locations. Choice 
steers were unprofitable at the high price level, while choice 
heifers became profitable only at the high price level. The 
difference between the results obtained by the New Orleans 
"model" plant and the results obtained by other "model" plants 
was due to the New Orleans "model" plant being located farther 
from the source of cattle than other "model" plants. Analysis 
of the effects of location is presented in a later section.
In summary, three grades of cattle— choice steers, 
choice heifers and standard steers and heifers— were 
slaughtered at low, medium and high cattle prices by the 
Shreveport, Lake Charles, Alexandria and Monroe "model" 
plants. The New Orleans "model" plant slaughtered only one 
grade, standard steers and heifers, in all price situations. 
Good heifers were not slaughtered in any price situation. 
Slaughter of the remaining grades of cattle depended on the 
level of cattle prices.
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The Effect of Cattle Prices' on Number of Cattle Slaughtered
Table 21 shows the effect of low, medium and high
cattle prices on the number of cattle slaughtered by each 
"model" plant when by-product prices are held constant at 
the medium by-product price level (P32)•
TABLE 21. Number of Cattle Slaughtered at Low, Medium and
High Cattle Prices When By-Product Prices Are 
Held Constant at the Medium By-Product Price 











Low ($21) 40 40 34 34 22
Medium ($24) 40 36 36 36 24
High ($28) 40 40 40 39.2 19.2
A review of Table 21 indicates that location was a 
more important determinant of the number of cattle 
slaughtered than the cattle price level. For example, the 
Shreveport "model" plant slaughtered 40,000 head of cattle 
at all cattle price levels whereas the New Orleans "model" 
plant slaughtered less than 25,000 at all price levels. 
However, in some cases the level of cattle prices did affect 
the number of cattle slaughtered. The number of cattle 
slaughtered at the Lake Charles "model" plant reached the 
restriction on total slaughter, 40,000 head, at the low and 
high price level, but the plant slaughtered only 36,000 head
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at the medium price level. This occurred because it was not 
profitable to slaughter good steers at the medium price 
level and this grade was not replaced by other grades until 
the high price level was reached. The number of cattle 
slaughtered increased as the cattle price level increased 
at both the Monroe and Alexandria "model" plants. This 
occurred because the Louisiana good and choice steers and 
heifers, good and choice calves, and standard calves did 
not enter the solution until the high price level was 
reached. At the New Orleans "model" plant, the number of 
cattle slaughtered increased between the low and medium 
price level. However, at the high price level choice steers 
were not profitable, decreasing the number of cattle 
slaughtered from 24,000 head to 19,200 head. __
i
The Effect of Cattle Prices on Net Returns
Table 22 shows the net revenue achieved by the 
"model" plants at low, medium and high cattle prices when 
by-product prices were held constant at the medium by­
product price level (P32)•
Fluctuations in the general level of cattle prices 
have a tremendous impact on total returns achieved by the 
model plants. As shown in Table 22 with exception of the 
Shreveport "Model" plant, all "model" plants achieved their 
highest level of revenue at the low price level. The 
Shreveport "model" plant achieved its highest level of
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revenue at the medium price level. The lowest net revenues 
were achieved at the high price level for all "model" plants. 
Thus, the effect of high cattle prices is to reduce net 
revenues. This occurred because the net returns on the 
U.S.D.A. grades of cattle decreased as cattle prices 
increased. In summary, increases in the level of cattle 
prices result in decreased revenue for the "model" plants.
TABLE 22. Net Returns Per "Model" Plant at Low, Medium, 
and High Cattle Price Levels When By-Product 
Prices Are Held Constant at the Medium Price 
Level (P32)
Selected









Low ($21) 217,040 287,97?
(Dollars)- - 
244,420 243,459 180,140
Medium ($24) 225,920 218,500 177,119 175,800 126,499
High ($28) 143,003 137,784 95,843 94,067 63,903
An Analysis of the Effect of Low, Medium 
and High By-Product Prices
The by-product revenues are a combination of revenues 
accruing from the sale of liver, heart, hide and other by­
products.4 The revenue resulting from the sale of hides
4Refer to Table 12 in Chapter III for a listing of 
the by-products. The. by-product prices are presented in 
Appendix Table 17.
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ranged from 36 percent to 60 percent of the total revenue 
accruing from the sale of by-products. The revenue result­
ing from the sale of liver and heart meat ranged from 13 
percent to 34 percent of the revenue from the sale of by­
products. The remainder of the revenue was accounted for 
by the sale of other edible and inedible by-products. The 
data presented in Table 23 show that revenue from the sale 
of by-products ranged from a low of $6.13 per head for 
standard steers and heifers to a high of $15.43 per head 
for choice heifers. In order to determine the effect of 
by-product prices on the grade of cattle slaughtered, number 
of cattle slaughtered and on net returns, cattle prices were 
held constant at the medium price level, $24 per hundred­
weight, and by-product prices were varied.5
i
The Effect of By-Product Prices on Grades Slaughtered
Table 24 shows the grades of cattle slaughtered at 
low, medium, and high by-product prices when cattle prices 
were held constant at the medium price level, ($24 per 
hundredweight).
As shown in Table 24 three grades of cattle— choice 
steers, good and choice steers and heifers and standard
5The discussion of the effect of by-product prices 
includes only three (low, high and medium combinations) of 
the 15 possible price combinations. The remaining 12 
combinations are presented in the Appendix.
TABLE 23. By-Product Revenues Per Head at Low, Medium and High By-Product Prices
Selected U.S.D.A. Grades Louisiana Grades
Cattle
Price Levels?/
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Choice Good Choice Good G. & Ch. Standard G. & Ch. Standard
Low (Pj^) 9.42 8.54 11.26 10.17 10.20 9.67 6.23 6.13
Medium (P32) 12.02 10.90 13.35 12.06 12.09 11.45 8.06 7.90
High (P53) 15.18 13.84 15.43 13.94 13.97 13.24 9.89 9.73
f*/ See Appendix Tables 17 and 18.
TABLE 24. Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at Low, Medium and High By-Product Prices, 
Constant Cattle Prices, at Selected Locations^/
Selected U .S.D.A. Grades Louisiana Grades
By-Product Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Price Levels Choice Good Choice Good G. & Ch. Standard G. & Ch. Standard
- (Thousand Head)]V 
(Shreveport)
Low (Pn) 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 1
Medium (P32) 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0
High (P53) 20 4 12 0 (8) 2
(Lake Charles)
2 0 0 (3.2)
Low (P11) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
Medium (P32) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
High (P53) 20 4 12 0 (8) 2(Alexandria)
2 0 0 (3.2)
Low (Pn) 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
Medium (P32) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
High (P53) 20 4 12 0 2
(Monroe)




20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0
20 4 12 0 2
(New Orleans)
2 0 0 (3.2)
Low (P^i) 
Medium (P32)
20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
High (P53) 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2
a/ Cattle prices were held constant at $24 per hundredweight (medium price 
level.
W  Numbers in parenthesis indicate number of cattle in each grade which were 
profitable to slaughter but which were not included because the plant capacity 
restriction of 40,000 head would be exceeded. w
steers and heifers— were slaughtered at all by-product price 
levels at all ’'model" plants. On the other hand two grades 
of cattle— good heifers and good and choice calves— were not 
slaughtered at any by-product price level. Thus, by-product 
price levels did not effect the slaughter of these grades of 
cattle when cattle prices were held constant at the medium 
price level. Slaughter of the remaining grades of cattle 
depended on the level of by-product prices. The number of 
grades of cattle slaughtered increased at higher levels of 
by-product prices. Choice heifers were slaughtered at 
medium and high by-product prices. Good steers were 
slaughtered primarily at high by-product prices with the 
exception of the Shreveport plant, where they were also 
slaughtered at medium by-product prices. Standard calves 
were slaughtered at the high by-product price level only at 
the New Orleans model plant.
In summary, the higher the level of by-product prices 
the more grades of cattle slaughtered. Three grades of 
cattle were slaughtered at all three levels of by-product 
prices. Two grades of cattle were not slaughtered at any by­
product price level. The remaining three grades of cattle 
were slaughtered at higher levels of by-product prices.
The Effect of By-Product Prices on Number of Cattle 
Slaughtered
I
Table 25 shows the effect of low, medium and high 
by-product prices on the number of cattle slaughtered when
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cattle prices are held constant at the medium price level 
($24).
TABLE 25, Number of Cattle Slaughtered at Low, Medium and 
High By-Product Prices When Cattle Prices Are 













- - - (Thousand Head) 
36 24 24 24
Medium (P32) 40 36 36 36 24
High (P53) 40 40 40 40 39.2
As shown in Table 25 by-product prices have a tre­
mendous impact on the number of cattle slaughtered by the 
"modelM plants. The number of cattle slaughtered increased 
as the level of by-product prices increased. None of the 
"model" plants slaughtered as many cattle as permitted by 
the 40,000 head restriction at the low by-product price 
level. At the medium by-product price level, only the 
Shreveport plant slaughtered the total number permitted by 
the restriction on total number slaughtered. At the high 
by-product price level, all "model" plants with the excep­
tion of New Orleans slaughtered the total number permitted, 
or 40,000 head.
In conclusionf thel number of cattle slaughtered 
increased as by-product prices increased. This indicates
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the importance of by-product prices to the slaughter 
industry.
The Effect of By-Product Prices on Ne jt Returns
Table 26 shows the effect of low, medium and high by­
product prices on net revenues when cattle prices are held 
constant at the medium price level ($24).
TABLE 26. Net Revenue Per "Model" Plant at Low, Medium and 
High By-Product Prices When Cattle Prices Are 
Held Constant at the Medium Price Level ($24)









Low (Pn) 142,740 134,200
(Dollars) • 
110,340 109,140 67,159
Medium (P32) 225,920 218,500 177,119 175,800 126,499
High (P53) 335,180 286,660 282,179 280,820 224,719
By-product price levels have a tremendous impact on 
the level of revenue. As shown in Table 26 all "model" 
plants achieved the highest level of revenue at high by­
product prices. The lowest levels of revenue were achieved 
at low by-product prices. Revenues at the high by-product 
prices were three times as great as those at low by-product 
prices,
86
An Economic Analysis of Certain Aspects of Louisiana
Slaughter Plants- sTaughtering~~Selected Grades 
of CattTe intKe Five SelecTed Market Areas
As pointed out in Chapter III, Louisiana is large 
enough so that any conclusions drawn about the competitive 
position of the slaughter industry must be in reference to a 
particular location because of the effect of transportation 
cost. Consequently, in this section an analysis of the 
Louisiana slaughter industry will be presented in reference 
to each market area of the State, as delineated in Figure 5, 
Chapter III.
The "model" slaughter plants located in each market 
area were identical except with respect to location. The 
physical input-output data and economic data used in analyz- 
int the "model" plants were identical for all "model" plants
i
However, each "model" plant was located in a market area 
which was a different distance from sources of cattle and 
competing sources of carcass beef than other "model" plants. 
Thus, the cost of procuring cattle and the wholesale price 
of carcass beef differed among "model" plants because of dif 
ferences in their respective locations. Table 27 shows the 
distances that the various "model" plants were required to 
transport cattle.
In the preceding sections of this chapter the effects 
of low, medium and high cattle prices on the slaughter 
industry were analyzed. It was concluded that low cattle
TABLE 27. Distances that "Model" Plants Would Be Required to Transport Various 
Grades of Cattle and the Distance Beef Is Shipped From Chicago to 
Selected Locations in Louisiana
Location




Choice Steers 300 375
(Miles) - - 
400 425 600
Good Steers 300 375 400 425 600
Choice Heifers 300 275 400 425 500
Good Heifers 300 275 400 425 500
Good & Choice
Steers & Heifers 50 50 50 50 100
Standard Steers & Heifers 50 50 50 50 100
Good & Choice Calves 50 50 50 50 100
Standard Calves 50 50 50 50 100
Carcass Beef 889 985 794 889 925
co
vj
prices increased the revenues of slaughter plants. On the 
other hand, high cattle prices decreased the revenues of 
slaughter plants. Thus, low cattle prices are generally a 
good price condition for the Louisiana slaughter industry,
/
and high cattle prices are generally a poor price condition 
for the Louisiana slaughter industry. It is, of course 
recognized that continuing low prices would, in-time, dry up 
the source of raw material. It was also found that the level 
of by-product prices was a very important determinant of the 
level of revenue. Low by-product prices produced low levels 
of revenue and high by-product prices produced high levels of 
revenue. Thus, low by-product prices produced a poor price 
condition for the Louisiana slaughter industry and high by­
product prices produced a good price situation for the 
Louisiana slaughter industry.
The cattle cycle, as pointed out in Chapter IV, has 
historically averaged 15 years in length. Thus, it is quite 
possible that a situation of high cattle prices would exist 
for a year or more, producing low revenues in the slaughter 
industry for a considerable span of time. Low cattle prices 
could also exist for long periods of time, producing high 
levels of revenue. Although by-product prices are not as 
cyclical as cattle prices, it is quite possible for them to 
have a period of extended low or high prices producing, in 
the first case, low levels of revenue and, in the second case,
high levels of revenue,^ Consequently, in order to draw 
meaningful conclusions concerning the Louisiana slaughter 
industry, the Louisiana slaughter industry was evaluated 
under a poor price situation, a medium price situation, and 
a good price situation. The poor price situation exists 
when cattle prices are at the high level ($28) and by­
product prices are at the low price level (P^) . The 
medium price situation exists when cattle prices are at the 
medium price level ($24) and by-product prices are at the 
medium price level (P32)• The good price situations exist 
when cattle prices are at the low price level ($21) and by­
product prices are at the high price level (P53).
In the following section the Louisiana slaughter 
«
industry is analyzed in each of the five market areas delin­
eated in Figure 5, page 38. The feasibility of slaughtering 
the various grades of cattle in each of the market areas will 
be determined and inferences will be made as to the feasi­
bility of operating a slaughter plant in each area. The 
analysis is based on the results obtained from programming 
the "model" plant for each market area.
6By-product prices are not as cyclical as cattle 
prices primarily because many other factors enter into the 
determination of their price, such as the substitution.of 
synthetic material for leather.
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The Shreveport Market Area
The grades of cattle slaughtered, number of cattle 
slaughtered and net revenue from slaughter in the poor, 
medium and good price situations for the Shreveport "model" 
plant are presented in Table 28.
TABLE 28. The Grades of Cattle Slaughtered and Number of
Cattle Slaughtered Under Alternative Price Situa­
tions for the Shreveport "Model" Plant




Heifers Heifers Calves Total
Ch. G. Ch. G. G. & Ch. St. G. & Ch. St. No.
Poor 20 0 12
- - (Thousand Head)]V - - 
0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
Medium 20 4 10 0 2 2 0 0 40
Good 20 8 10 0(2) 0(2) 2 0 0 40
2./ Poor price situation = high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (Pi i)•
Medium price situation « medium cattle prices ($24) 
and medium by-product prices (P32)•
Good price situation = low cattle prices ($21) and 
high by-product prices (P53).
k/ Numbers in parenthesis indicates grades of cattle 
which were profitable to slaughter that exceed the restriction 
on total number slaughtered.
The ̂ results presented in Table 28 show that the "model" 
slaughter plant located in the Shreveport market area 
slaughtered the following four grades of cattle— choice 
steers, choice heifers, good and choice steers and heifers, 
and standard steers and heifers— in all three price sutia- 
tions. The results also show that in particular price
situations the "model" plant located in the Shreveport 
market area slaughtered other grades of cattle. For 
example, in the poor price situation the slaughter of stand 
ard calves was profitable for the "model" plant. In the 
medium price situation the slaughter of good steers was 
profitable. The slaughter 6f both good steers and good 
heifers was profitable in the good price situation.
The Shreveport "model" plant slaughtered the maximum 
number of cattle permitted in most price situations. Even 
in the poor price situation the "model" plant for the 
Shreveport market area slaughtered 39,200 head of cattle 
which is only 800 less than the maximum number permitted.
In the medium and good price situations the "model" plant 
slaughtered the maximum number of cattle permitted, or
40,000 head. '
Lake Charles Market Area
The grades of cattle slaughtered and number of 
cattle slaughtered in the poor, medium and good price situa 
tions for the Lake Charles "model" plant are presented in 
Table 29.
The results presented in Table 29 show that the 
"model" slaughter plant located in the Lake Charles market 
area slaughtered the following three grades of cattle—  
choice heifers, good and choice steers and heifers, and 
standard steers and heifers— in all three price situations.
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The results also show that in particular price situations 
the "model" plant located in the Lake Charles market area 
slaughtered other grades of cattle. For example, in the 
poor price situation the slaughter of standard steers was 
also profitable, while in the medium price situation the 
slaughter of choice steers was profitable'. In the good 
price situation the slaughter of choice steers, good steers, 
good heifers was profitable.
TABLE 29. The Grades of Cattle Slaughtered and Number of 
Cattle Slaughtered Under Alternative Price 













G. & Ch. St. G. & Ch. St.
. -  - -  -  -  -
Poor 0 0 12 0 2 2J 0 3.2 19.2
Medium 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
Good 20 6 12 0 (2) 0 (2) 2 0 0 40
®/ Poor price situation =» high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (Pi t).
Medium price situation = medium cattle prices 
($24) and medium by-product prices (P32)•
Good price situation => low cattle prices ($21) 
and high by-product prices (P53).
k/ Numbers in parenthesis indicate number of cattle 
which were profitable to slaughter which exceed the 
restriction on total number slaughtered.
The results presented in Table 29 show that the Lake 
Charles "model" plant operated below capacity in certain 
price situations. In the! poor price situation the Lake
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Charles "model" plant slaughtered only 19,200 head of 
cattle. However, in the medium and good price situations 
more cattle were slaughtered. In the medium price situa­
tions, the "model" plant slaughtered 36,000 head of cattle 
and in the good price situation the "model" plant slaugh­
tered 40,000 head of cattle.
Alexandria Market Area
The grades of cattle slaughtered and the number of 
cattle slaughtered in the poor, medium, and good price 
situations for the Alexandria "model" plant are presented 
in Table 30.
TABLE 30. The Grades of Cattle Slaughtered and the Number 
of Cattle Slaughtered Under Alternative Price 
Situations for the Alexandria "Model" Plant
Louisiana Grades
Price U.S.D.A. Grades Steers and
Situa-
tioni*/
Steers Heifers Heifers Calves Total
Ch. G. Ch. G. G. & Ch. St. G. & Ch. St. No.







0 0 2 2 0 3.2 
12 0. 2 2 0 0 




a/ Poor price situation = high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (Pi ̂ 5•
Medium price situation = medium cattle prices 
($24) and medium by-product prices (P32)*
Good price situation » low cattle prices ($21) 
and high by-product prices (P53).
k/ Numbers in parenthesis indicates number of cattle 
which were profitable to slaughter that exceed the 
restriction on total number slaughtered.
The results presented in Table 30 show that the 
"model" slaughter plant located in the Alexandria market 
area slaughtered the following two grades of cattle— good 
and choice steers and heifers and standard steers and 
heifers— in all three price situations. The results also 
show that in particular price situations the "model" plant 
located in the Alexandria market area slaughtered other 
grades of cattle. For example, in the poor price situation 
the slaughter of standard calves was also profitable. The 
slaughter of choice steers and choice heifers was profitable 
in the medium price situation. In the good price situation 
the slaughter of choice steers, good steers, choice heifers 
and good heifers was profitable.
The results presented in Table 30 show that the 
Alexandria "model" plant operated far below capacity in 
certain price situations. In the poor price situation the 
Alexandria "model" plant slaughtered only 7,200 head of 
cattle. However, in the medium and good price situations 
more grades of cattle were slaughtered. In the medium 
price situation the "model" plant slaughtered 36,000 head 
of cattle and in the good price situation the "model" 
plant slaughtered 40,000 head of cattle.
The Monroe Market Area
The grades of cattle slaughtered and the number of 
cattle slaughtered in the poor, medium, and good price
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situations for the Monroe ’’model" plant are presented in 
Table 31.
TABLE 31. The Grades of Cattle Slaughtered and the Number 
of Cattle Slaughtered Under Alternative Price 
Situations for the Monroe "Model” Plant






Heifers Heifers Calves Total
Ch. G. Ch. G. G. & Ch. St. G. & Ch. St. No.
Poor 0 0
- - - - (Thousand Head)b/ • 
0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
Medium 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36 .
Good 20 8 10 0 (2) 0 (2) 2 0 0 40
2/ Poor price situation = high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (Pn) .
Medium price situation = medium cattle prices 
($24) and medium by-product prices (P32)•
Good price situation = low cattle prices ($21) 
and high by-product prices (P53).
k/ Numbers in parenthesis indicates number of cattle 
which were profitable to slaughter that exceed the 
restriction on total number slaughtered.
The results presented in Table 31 show that the 
"model" slaughter plant located in Monroe market area 
slaughtered the following two grades of cattle— good and 
choice steers and heifers and standard steers and heifers—  
in all three price situations. The results also show that 
in particular price situations the "model" plant located 
in the Monroe market area slaughtered other grades of 
cattle. For example/ in the poor price situation the 
slaughter of standard calves was also profitable. In the
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medium price situation the slaughter of choice steers and 
choice heifers was profitable. The slaughter of choice 
steers, good steers, choice heifers and good heifers was 
profitable under the good price situation.
The results presented in Table 31 show that the 
Monroe "model” plant operated below capacity in certain 
price situations. The "model" plant for the Monroe market 
area slaughtered only 7,200 head of cattle in the poor price 
situations. However, in the medium and good price situations 
a larger number of cattle were slaughtered. In the medium 
price situation the "model" plant slaughtered 36,000 head of 
cattle and in the good price situations the "model" plant 
slaughtered 40,000 head of cattle.
The New Orleans Market Area
■i—  "■ »■ i '■ ' ■■ ■■■ ........ . .î i ' — ■■■ i    ■' ■' ■'■■■'
The grades of cattle slaughtered and the number of 
cattle slaughtered in the poor, medium, and good price 
situations for the New Orleans "model" plant are presented 
in Table 32.
The results presented in Table 32 show that the 
"model" slaughter plant located in the New Orleans market 
area slaughtered only one grade of cattle, standard steers 
and heifers, in all three price situations. The results 
also show that in particular price situations the "model"' 
slaughter plant located in the New Orleans market area 
slaughtered other grades of cattle. For example, in the
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poor price situation the slaughter of good and choice 
steers and heifers was profitable. In the medium price 
situation, the slaughter of both choice steers and good and 
choice steers and heifers was profitable. The slaughter of 
choice steers, good steers and choice heifers was profitable 
in the good price situation.
TABLE 32. The Grades of Cattle Slaughtered and the Number 
of Cattle Slaughtered Under Alternative Price 








No..Ch. G. Ch. G. G. & Ch. St. G. & Ch. St.
- (Thousand Head) - - -
Poor 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
Medium. 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
Good 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
®/ Poor price situation = high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (P^j).
Medium price situation = medium cattle prices 
($24) and medium by-product prices (P32)•
Good price situation = low cattle prices ($21) 
and high by-product prices (P53).
The results presented in Table 32 show that the New 
Orleans "model" plant operated considerably below capacity 
in certain price situations. The "model" plant for the New 
Orleans area slaughtered 4,000 head of cattle in the poor 
price situations and only 24,000 head in medium price situa­
tions. However, in the good price situation the New Orleans 
"model" plant slaughtered 40,000 head.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary
The Louisiana slaughter industry is an important 
segment of the Louisiana economy. It is important not only 
as an outlet for cattle and calves produced on Louisiana 
farms and as a supplier of beef to wholesalers and retailers 
in Louisiana, but it is also an important source of income 
for many Louisiana residents who either own or work in 
slaughter plants located in various areas of the state.
In recent years changes have occurred in both the 
producing and consuming sectors of the cattle industry 
which are exerting considerable influence on the Louisiana 
slaughter industry. From 1948 to 1967 the live weight pro­
duction of cattle in Louisiana increased by 132.6 percent.
On a national basis the distribution of fed cattle has been 
changing. The development of a sizable feeding industry in 
the nearby states of Oklahoma and Texas has had considerable 
influence on the Louisiana slaughter industry.
Both aggregate and per capita consumption of beef in 
Louisiana has been steadily increasing. It is estimated 
that the aggregate consumption of beef increased by 157 
million pounds carcass weight between 1950 and 1967. In
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contrast to the increased amount of production and con­
sumption , beef slaughter has not increased appreciably for 
several years. This has resulted in an increasingly large 
deficit of beef in the state. In 1967 this deficit was over 
180 million pounds carcass weight.
This study was undertaken with two primary objectives 
(1) to describe the livestock slaughter industry in 
Louisiana and (2) to determine the feasibility of Louisiana 
slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of cattle.
Several sources of data were used to accomplish the 
objectives of this study. Primary data were collected from 
Louisiana slaughter plants by interviewing the managers 
and/or owners of these plants. Secondary data, consisting 
primarily of price information, were obtained from publica­
tions of the United States Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of Agricultural Economics, Louisiana State Uni­
versity.
The slaughter industry in Louisiana is a somewhat 
fragmented industry which has many plants operating on a 
very small scale. Of the 325 licensed slaughter plants in 
1968, only two plants were federally inspected. Twenty- 
one of these plants were classified as large; 50 were 
classified as medium; and the remaining 252 were classified 
as small. Interviews were obtained from all of the large 
plants and from approximately 50 percent of the medium 
plants.
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Cattle and hogs are the primary species of livestock 
slaughtered in Louisianaf with hog slaughter generally 
being a minor portion of the business. All of the plants 
slaughtered cattle, while 14 of the 21 large plants and 21 
of the 24 medium sized plants slaughtered both cattle and 
hogs. The business activities of the slaughter plants varied 
considerably. All of the large plants sold beef wholesale. 
Only 14 of the 24 medium plants engaged in the wholesale 
trade. Other business activities reported included retail­
ing, custom slaughter, locker plants and processing opera­
tions.
The organizational framework of the slaughter plants 
appeared to be associated with the size of the firm. The 
larger firms were generally organized as corporations. None 
of the medium plants had the corporate form of organization. 
The age of the firm was also associated with the size of the 
firm. The large firms had been in business for an average 
of 30.3 years, while the medium sized firms had been in 
business an average of 14.3 years.
There was a considerable difference between the number 
of employees hired by the large firms and the mimber of 
employees hired by the medium sized firms. The firms in the 
large category had an average of 45 employees, while those 
in the medium category had an average of only five employees.
The number of days a plant was operated per week 
varied considerably among plants. Only eleven of the large
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plants operated five or more days per week. None of the 
medium sized plants operated five or more days per week.
Plant capacity, both in terms of cooler capacity and 
kill-capacity, varied considerably. This was true both 
among plants within each size group and between the medium 
and large categories. The large plants had an average kill- 
capacity of 90 head per day. This is compared to only 12 
head per day for the medium sized plants. Managers of the 
firms were asked how many cattle or calves were presently 
being killed per day and also how many they would like to kill. 
Managers of the large plants indicated an average present 
kill of 53 head per day. This was about 75 percent of their 
desired kill of 70 head per day; or about 60 percent of total 
kill capacity. Medium sized plants killed an average of 
approximately 5 head per day. ' This was about 60 percent of 
their desired kill and only 40 percent of total kill capacity. 
The difference between desired kill and present kill occurred 
because many of the plants either could not obtain the number 
of cattle needed to reach the desired kill level or cattle 
prices were too unfavorable to enable profitable slaughter. 
Slaughter plants which had a present kill level close to the 
desired kill level generally purchased cattle from out-of- 
state sources,
Louisiana packing plants have historically slaughtered 
lightweight animals. This was the case of the plants
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included in this study. However, most of the respondents 
did indicate that the trend was toward heavier animals. 
Sixty-five per cent of the animals slaughtered by the large 
plants weighed less than 650 pounds liveweight. Seventy-one 
percent of animals slaughtered by the medium plants weighed 
less than 650 pounds liveweight.
Nineteen of the 21 large plants and three of the 24 
medium sized plants bought cattle from out-of-state sources. 
All of the slaughter plants purchased at least part of their 
cattle in Louisiana. However, one large plant purchased only 
about 10 percent of its animals in the state. The percentage 
of animals purchased locally generally depended on the number 
of fed animals the plant slaughtered, since fed animals were 
generally purchased out-of-state.
Louisiana slaughter plants sell their products through 
a wide variety of outlets. The large firms sold their 
products primarily wholesale, while many of the medium sized 
firms sold their products through their own retail outlets. 
Slaughter plants which sold to chain stores were generally 
those which slaughtered animals weighing between 500 and 600 
pounds. The importance of being able to supply a uniform 
quality carcass in large quantities was stressed by the 
respondents.
One of the most important factors affecting the 
Louisiana slaughtering industry is the Wholesome Meat Act 
of 1967. This act, which requires federal inspection or
its equivalent, will have a great impact on the Louisiana 
slaughter industry. It will force many plants to make 
alteration of their physical facilities, such as widening 
doorways, resurfacing floor and walls and in some cases to 
rebuild the entire facility or to go out of business.
Although it is impossible to predict the exact number need­
ing alterations, an estimate was made of the number needing 
minor changes, moderate changes, and major changes. It is 
estimated that 18 of the large plants would need at least 
moderate alterations in order to meet federal inspection 
standards, and that 13 of the 14 medium sized firms engaged 
in wholesale trade would need at least moderate alterations 
to pass federal inspection.
In order to determine the feasibility of Louisiana 
slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of cattle, 
the following analytical procedure was used. The state of 
Louisiana was divided into five market areas. A "model" 
slaughter plant was located in each of the five market areas. 
A set of restrictions and cost and revenue data were 
developed to reflect the location of each model plant. The 
perfect market concept provided the theoretical basis for 
developing the cost and revenues. Linear programming was 
then used to program the "model" plant for each market area 
in order to evaluate the effect of cattle prices and by­
product prices on the grades of cattle slaughtered, the
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number of cattle slaughtered, and on net returns. The 
results obtained from the analysis of cattle prices and by­
product prices were then used to analyze the feasibility of 
Louisiana slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of 
cattle in the five selected market areas.
In order to determine the effect of cattle prices on 
the grades of cattle slaughtered, the number of cattle 
slaughtered and on net returns cattle prices were analyzed at 
low ($21), medium ($24) and high ($28) levels while by­
product prices were held constant at the medium level (P32).
The effect of cattle price was to make the slaughter 
of three grades of cattle— choice steers, choice heifers 
and standard steers and heifers— profitable activities for 
all cattle price levels at the Shreveport, Lake Charles, 
Alexandria and Monroe "model" plants. The New Orleans 
"model" plant slaughtered only one grade of cattle, standard 
steers and heifers, at all price levels. Good heifers were 
not slaughtered at any price level, at any "model" plant. 
Slaughter of the remaining grades of cattle depended on the 
level of cattle prices.
Cattle prices had a slight effect on the number of 
cattle slaughtered. However, this effect varied among loca­
tions and grades. For example, at the New Orleans "model" 
plant a smaller number of animals were slaughtered at high 
cattle prices than at low cattle prices. The opposite
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situation was true for the Alexandria and Monroe locations.
Cattle prices have a tremendous impact on net 
returns per "model" plant. Net returns were higher at 
lower level of cattle prices than at higher levels of 
cattle prices. That is, as the level of cattle prices 
increased,, the level of profits decreased because net returns 
per animal decreased on U.S.D.A. grades of cattle. Thus, the 
level of cattle prices is one of the most important factors 
affecting returns.
In order to determine the effect of by-product prices 
on the grades of cattle slaughtered, the number of cattle 
slaughtered and on net returns, by-product prices were 
analyzed at low (Pn) , medium (P32) , and high (P53) levels 
while cattle prices were held constant at the medium price1
level ($24). '
Three grades of cattle— choice steers, good and 
choice steers and heifers and standard steers and heifers—  
were slaughtered at all by-product price levels by all 
"model" plants because these grades of cattle have a larger 
margin between cost per animal and wholesale value of the 
carcass. On the other hand one grade of cattle, good and 
choice calves, was not slaughtered at any by-product price 
level because this grade had a smaller margin between the 
cost of the animal and the wholesale value of the carcass.
The remaining grades of cattle were slaughtered at higher
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by-product price levels. In summary, at higher levels of by­
product prices more grades of cattle were slaughtered.
By-product prices have a tremendous impact on the 
number of cattle slaughtered by the "model" plants. The 
number of cattle slaughtered increased as the level of by­
product prices increased. All "model" plants slaughtered 
less than the total number permitted under the restrictions 
imposed in this study at the low by-product price level.
All plants slaughtered the maximum number permitted, except 
for the New Orleans "model" plant, at the high by-product 
price level. Thus, the level of by-product prices is an 
important determinant of the number of cattle slaughtered.
As by-product prices increased from the low to the 
high level, the level of net returns increased. Revenues at 
the high by-product prices were three times as great as those 
at low by-product prices.
In order to determine the feasibility of Louisiana 
slaughter plants slaughtering selected grades of cattle in 
the five selected market areas, the "model" plant for each 
market area was programmed under a "poor" price situation, a 
"medium" price situation, and a "good" price situation.
The results obtained by programming the "model" plant 
for each of the five market areas are summarized in Table 33.
Ipoor price situation high cattle prices ($28) and . , 
low by-product prices (Pn) . '
Medium price situation *= medium cattle prices ($24) 
and medium by-product prices (P32)•Good price situation «* low cattle prices ($21) and high by-product prices (P53).
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TABLE 33. Grades and Number of Cattle Slaughtered by the 
''Model'- Plants for Each Market Area
Market 
Are a.....
Grades of cattle 
slaughtered in all 
three price situa-
Number of cattle 
slaughtered in alterna­
tive price situations
. . .T>a«V"(EI / Mar} 4 n m b  / finnriWU JL v  113 — / —
Shreveport Choice steers 
Choice heifers 
Good and choice





steers and heifers 
Standard steers and 
heifers 19,200 36,000 40,000
Alexandria Good and choice
steers and heifers 




Monroe Good and choice
steers and heifers 
Standard steers and 
heifers 7,200 36,000 40,000
New
Orleans
Standard steers and 
heifers 4,000 24 ,000 40,000
a/ poor price situation = high cattle prices ($28) 
and low by-product prices (P^) .
k/ Medium price situation - medium cattle prices 
($24) and medium by-product prices (P32)•
£/ Good price situation = low cattle prices ($21) 
and high by-product prices (P53)«
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The results presented in Table 33 show that all of 
the "model" plants slaughtered the Louisiana grade of 
standard steers and heifers in all three price situations.
The Shreveport and Lake Charles "model" plants were the 
only plants which slaughtered U.S.D.A. grades in all price 
situations. The Shreveport "model" plant slaughtered 
U.S.D.A. choice steers and choice heifers in all price 
situations and the Lake Charles "model" slaughter plant 
slaughtered one U.S.D.A. grade, choice heifers, in all price 
situations.
The Shreveport "model" plant was the only plant which 
slaughtered close to the maximum number permitted, or 40,000 
head, in all three price situations. The "model" plants for 
the other market areas slaughtered considerable fewer cattle 
than permitted by the total capacity restriction in the poor 
price situation. In the medium price situation the Lake 
Charles, Monroe and Alexandria "model" plants slaughtered
36.000 head; while the New Orleans "model" plant slaughtered
24.000 head of cattle.
Conclusions
One of the objectives of this study was to describe 
the Louisiana slaughter industry and to evaluate the impact 
of the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967 on the slaughter industry. 
The Louisiana slaughter industry is an industry composed of
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numerous small firms whose methods of operation vary con­
siderably, One result of the Wholesome Meat Act of 1967 
will be a reduction in the number of slaughter plants in 
the state. Most of the plants will find that considerable 
expenditures will be necessary in order to meet federal 
inspection requirements. Smaller firms will have to expand 
their operation in order to cover the cost of the altera­
tions. This is almost impossible for many of these plants; 
consequently, they will probably leave the industry rather 
than incur the cost of meeting federal standards. Thus, in 
the future there will be fewer slaughter plants in Louisiana; 
however, plant size will be larger.
The Louisiana slaughter industry's share of the 
Louisiana beef market will continue to decline. Aggregate 
consumer demand for fed beef in Louisiana has been increas­
ing and is expected to increase even more in the future. 
However, the supply of fed cattle in Louisiana has not 
increased. Consequently, Louisiana slaughter plants have 
been forced to bring in fed cattle from nearby states.
The second objective of this study was to evaluate 
the feasibility of Louisiana slaughter plants slaughtering 
selected grades of cattle, particularly fed cattle shipped 
into the state for slaughter. The results of this study 
indicate that:
1, Slaughter plants located in the Shreveport
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market area can profitably slaughter four grades of 
cattle— U.S.D,A. grades of choice steers and choice heifers, 
and the Louisiana grades of good and choice steers and 
heifers and standard steers and heifers in all price situa­
tions. Three other grades of cattle— good steers, good 
heifers and standard calves— can be slaughtered in certain 
price situations.
Good steers can be slaughtered in the medium and 
good price situation. Good heifers can be slaughtered in 
the good price situation. Standard calves can be slaughtered 
in the poor price situation.
2. Slaughter plants located in the Lake Charles 
market area can profitably slaughter three grades of cattle—  
U.S.D.A. choice heifers and the Louisiana grades of good and 
choice steers and heifers and standard steers and heifers—  
in all price situations. Four other grades of cattle—  
choice steers, good steers, good heifers, and standard 
calves— can be slaughtered in certain price situations.
Choice steers can be slaughtered in the medium and 
good price situations. Good steers and good heifers can be 
slaughtered in the good price situation. Standard calves 
can be slaughtered in the poor price situation.
3. Slaughter plants located in the Alexandria market 
area can profitably slaughter two grades of cattle consisting 
of Louisiana good and choice steers and heifers and standard 
steers and heifers in all price situations. Five other
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grades of cattle— choice steers, good steers, choice 
heifers, good heifers, and standard calves--can be profit­
ably slaughtered in certain price situations.
Choice steers and choice heifers can be slaughtered
in medium and good price situations. Good steers and good
heifers can be slaughtered in the good price situation. 
Standard calves can be slaughtered in the poor price situa­
tion.
4. Slaughter plants located in the Monroe market 
area can profitably slaughter two grades of cattle—
Louisiana good and choice steers and heifers and standard 
steers and heifers— in all price situations. Five other 
grades of cattle— choice steers, good steers, choice heifers, 
good heifers, and standard calves— can be profitably 
slaughtered in certain price situations.
Choice steers and choice heifers can be slaughtered
in the medium and good price situations. Good steers and
good heifers can be slaughtered in the good price situation. 
Standard calves can be slaughtered in the poor price situa­
tion.
5. Slaughter plants located in the New Orleans 
market area can profitably slaughter only one grade of 
cattle— Louisiana standard steers and heifers— in all three 
price situations. Four other grades of cattle— choice 
steers, good steers, choice heifers and good and choice
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steers and heifers-— can be profitably slaughtered in certain 
price situations.
Choice steers can be slaughtered in the medium and 
good price situations. Good steers and choice heifers can 
be slaughtered in the good price situation. Good and choice 
steers and heifers can be slaughtered in the poor and 
medium price situation.2
In conclusion, slaughter plants located in Western 
Louisiana have a greater potential for slaughtering fed 
cattle purchased from out-of-state sources than those in 
Eastern Louisiana because they are much closer to the sup­
plies of cattle. Slaughter plants located in the Shreveport 
market area can profitably slaughter U.S.D.A. grades of choice 
steers and choice heifers, and slaughter plants located in 
the Lake Charles market can profitably slaughter U.S.D.A. 
choice heifers in all three price situations. Plants located 
in the Shreveport and Lake Charles market areas will also 
find the slaughter of the Louisiana grades of good and choice 
steers and heifers and standard steers and heifers profit­
able.
On the other hand the results indicate that slaughter 
plants located in the Alexandria, Monroe and New Orleans
2See Appendix A for a comparison of the grades of 
cattle slaughtered by the "model" plant for each market area 
to the grades of cattle slaughtered by slaughter plants in 
each area.
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market areas will be restricted primarily to the slaughter 
of Louisiana grades of cattle because plants in these market 
areas are too distant from supplies of fed cattle. Plants 
located in the Alexandria and Monroe market areas can profit­
ably slaughter Louisiana grades of good and choice steers 
and heifers and standard steers and heifers in all three 
price situations. Plants located in the New Orleans market 
area can only slaughter standard steers and heifers in all 
three price situations. The supplies of these grades of 
cattle is very limited. Consequently, large slaughter 
plants located in the Alexandria, Monroe and New Orleans 
areas may experience time periods over the span of the 
cattle cycle when they will have difficulty in obtaining 
grades of cattle which are profitable to slaughter. Ulti­
mately, this will tend to limit the size of any slaughter 
plants located in these areas.
Thus, of the five market areas only the Shreveport 
and Lake Charles market areas show potential for slaughter 
of U.S.D.A. grades of fed cattle. The supply of Louisiana 
grades of fed cattle are very limited. Consequently, future 
expansion in the slaughter of cattle in Louisiana is highly 
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A Comparison of the Results Obtained by the 
Analysis to Actual Results Obtained by 
Slaughter Plants
The following table compares the grades of cattle 
slaughtered by the "model" plant in each market area to the 
grades of cattle slaughtered by slaughter planes in each 
market area.
Appendix Table 1 shows a considerable degree of cor­
respondence between the grades of cattle hypothetically 
slaughtered by the "model" plant for each market area and 
the grades of cattle actually slaughtered by slaughter 
plants in each market area.
For example, a comparison of the grades of cattle 
slaughtered by the "model" plant to the grades of cattle 
actually slaughtered by plants in the Shreveport market 
area shows that the "model" plant slaughtered all U.S.D.A. 
grades of cattle and that slaughter plants in the Shreveport 
market area slaughtered all U.S.D.A. grades of cattle. All 
"model" plants slaughtered the Louisiana grades of cattle 
compared to slaughter plants in all five market areas 
slaughtering the Louisiana grades of cattle. However, many 
plants in western Louisiana slaughtered primarily U.S.D.A. 
grades imported from bordering states. Some plants reported 
that they imported more than 80% of the cattle slaughtered.
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On the other hand plants in eastern Louisiana, particularly 
the New Orleans market area, slaughtered primarily Louisiana 
grades of cattle. Management of plants in this market area 
indicated that profit from the slaughter of U.S.D.A. grades 
of cattle was extremely limited and that the U.S.D.A. grades 
were slaughtered primarily in the winter months when the 
supply of Louisiana grades was extremely limited.
Appendix Table 1. A Comparison of the Grades of Cattle Slaughtered by the
"Model" Plant for Each Market Area to the Grades of Cattle 
Slaughtered by Slaughter Plants in Each Market Area
Market Area
Shreveport Lake Charles Alexandria Monroe Nev; Orleans
Grades of cattle 
slaughtered by 
"Model" plant in 
each market area
USDA Grades
C.S. and C.H. 
were slaugh­
tered in all 
price situa­
tions .












the medium and 
good price 
situations.
G.S. and G.H . 
were slaugh­
tered in the 
good price 
situations.















G . S • & G •
H . were 
slaughtered 





tered 5 all 
price t .ua- 
tions.




um and good 
price situa­
tions.
G . S. and C.
H. were 
slaughtered 














G . S . and C .
H. were 
slaughtered 
in the good 
price situa­
tions .
Appendix Table 1 (Continued)
Market Area-
Shreveport Lake Charles Alexandria Monroe . ■ ■ .New Orleans
La. Grades La. Grades La. Grades La. Grades La. Grades
Grades of cattle 
slaughtered by 
"model" plant 
in each market 
area
G.&C. S.&H. 
and S. S. &H. 
were slaugh­
tered in all 
price situa­
tions ,
S.C . were 
slaughtered 




and S. S.&H. 
were slaugh­





in the poor 
price situa­
tions .
G •&C. S. &H. 
and S. S.&H. 
were slaugh­





in the poor 
price situa­
tions .
G .&C. S .&H. 
and S. S.&H. 
were slaugh­





in the poor 
price situa­
tions.
S. S.&H. were 
slaughtered 








USDA Grades USDA Grades USDA Grades USDA Grades USDA Grades
Grades of cattle 
slaughtered by 
slaughter plants 



































Appendix Table 1 (Continued)
Market Area
Shreveport Lake Charles Alexandria Monroe New Orleans






























The least squares>regression equations used to esti­
mate the prices of cattle and carcass beef were very realis­
tic, as judged by their ability to predict actual prices 
(See Appendix Tables 11 through 15). However, close examina­
tion of the tables reveals that the plus and minus values of 
the residuals are clustered. This indicates that the 
observation on the exogeneous variable may be autocorrelated. 
A Durbin-Watson test was used to determine if autocorrelation 
was present in the regression between the price of choice 
steer carcasses and the price of choice steers. The results 
of the test indicated that positive autocorrelation was 
present.Tests were not made on the other equations. How­
ever, it is logical to assume that autocorrelation is present 
in the data for all of the least squares regression equa­
tions. This is indicated by the manner in which the resid­
uals are clustered.
An attempt was made to adjust for the existance of 
autocorrelation by use of a first order auto-regressive 
scheme. This procedure eliminated the problem of auto­
correlation. However, the equation obtained by use of the
1 I(^u)2** Xa q 2 " =; ,2249. The upper and lower limits
were d - 1.60 and d ~ 1.56. The hypothesis of random 
disturbance is rejected in favor of positive autocorrelation,
2*See J. Johnston, Econometric Methods (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960), pp. 197-198.
125
first order auto-regressive scheme was less accurate in 
predicting the actual prices than the equation which was 
obtained by use of simple least squares. On this basis, 
the equations obtained by the use of simple least squares 
would be used to predict the prices for the analysis. It 
is noted that the consequences of autocorrelated distur­
bances, when simple least squares is used, are to make the 
significance test invalid. However, the estimated values 
of cL and are unbiased.3
3See Johnston, 0£. cit., p. 179.
APPENDIX C




U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Total
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Choice Good Choice Good G.&ch. Standard G .&Ch, Standard





P,, and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2211 22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 — 0 0 2 0 0 22
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
38 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
P«n and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22M  J- 22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
a/ The by-product price subscripts indicate the level of hide and liver and 
heart prices. The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices; 
the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 2. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves









21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 : 2 0 3.2 39.2
21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
127
Appendix Table 2. (Continued)
Price
Combination
U.S .D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Total
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Choice Good Choice Good G.&Ch. Standard G .&Ch. Standard




P^2 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 022 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
1?22 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 4022 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
P32 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.227 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 . 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 MtoCO
Appendix Table 2, (Continued)
u.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 6 12 0
(Thousand Head) 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 , . 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P52 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P^2 and 21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
Appendix Table 2. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Combination Choice Good Choice Good G.&Ch. Standard G.&Ch. Standard Total








21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 2. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 8 10 0
(Thousand Head) • 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
27 20 8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 3. Optimum Number and Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at the Lake
Charles 'Model' Plant
PriceCombinationV
U.S.,D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Total
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Choice Good Choice Good G.&Ch. Standard G. &Ch Standard





P-,1 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 0 0 12 ! 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
P2i and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 M
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
h/ The by-product price subscripts indicate the level of hide and li\ar and 
heart prices. The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices; 
the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 3, (Continued)
U.S.D .A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Combination Choice *Good Choice Good G.&Ch. Standard G."&Ch. Standard Total





P3I and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
P41 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 3625 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
Pe-, and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 403  J. 22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36 1
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2 !
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
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Appendix Table 3. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GR7.BES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 0 12 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 34
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
P22 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 3422 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
P32 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 Q 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 • 8 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 3. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 6 12 0
(Thousand Ilead)- 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P52 an^ 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 4022 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 • 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P^3 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 = 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 3. (Continued)
Price
Combination
U.S .D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Total
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Choice Good Choice Good G.&Ch. Standard G. &Ch, Standard
- - - .-  -  - -  -  -  - -  -  - (Thousand Head)-
By- CattleProduct Price
Price LevelsLevels $/cv;t •
Po-s and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 • 8 3.2 40
P-jo and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 • 8 3.2 40
P43 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 . 8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 • 8 3.2 40 t
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Appendix Table 3, (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 6 12 0
■ (Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
MCJ
•vl
Appendix Table 4. Optimum Number a n d  Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at the
Alexandria 'Model"Plant
u.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
; Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 0 0 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 * 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
P21 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2222 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 . 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
The by-product price subscripts indicate the level of hide and liver 
and heart prices. Tie first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart 
prices; the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
Appendix Table 4. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Brice Steers Ifeifers Steers & Heifers Calves
Combination Choice Good Choice Good G.£Ch. Standard G.&Ch. Standard Total












21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3,2 19.2
21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12- 0 2 2 0 0 216
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
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Appendix Table 4. (Continued)
U.S.D .A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers calves










21 20 0 0 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
P22 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.228 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
p32 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 3422 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12. 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 •8 3.2 40 140
Appendix Table 4. (Continued)
U.S .D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves











mm mm mm  
6 12 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2' ‘ ̂ 27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.228 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P52 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
PjL3 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 4022 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 141
Appendix Table 4. (Continued)
U.S • D ■ A« GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 6 12 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 4022 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P33 and 21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 29 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.'2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P43 and 21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 . 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 32 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40 ,
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 1
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Appendix Table 4. (Continued)
U.S.D .A. 1GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 8 10 0
(Thousand Head)- - 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 5. Optimum Number and Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at the Monroe
"Model1 Plant
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES










21 20 0 0 0
(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
P21 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 0 0 2 2 Q 0 24
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
i?/ The by-product price subscripts indicate the level of hide and liver 
and heart prices. The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart 
prices; the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 5. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves






P ^  and
*51 and
(Thousand Head)
21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
28 0 0 0 12 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 35
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
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Appendix Table 5. (Continued)
U.S .D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES 9
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves






Pl2 and 21 20 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2426 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 3627 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
P22 an^ 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2222 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 3'6
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
^32 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34
^  22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12" 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2 £
G\
Appendix Table 5. (Continued)
Price
Combination
U.S.D .A. GRADES LOUISIANA 1GRADES
Total
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Chives
Choice iGood Choice Good G.&Ch . Standard G. £Ch. Standard





P42 and 711 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
Pco and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P-i-j and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 . 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 3'6
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
.27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
20 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 147
Appendix Table 5. {Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES .........
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves‘












21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12' 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
27 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 148
Appendix Table 5. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves •










21 20 8 10 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 4024 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
25 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
26 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 4027 20 .8 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
Appendix Table 6. Optimum Number and Grades of Cattle Slaughtered at the
New Orleans "Model" Plant
U.S .D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price
Combination^/
Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves





(Thousand Head)- - -
P-. and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 0 0 0 ~ 0 2 2 0 0 4
27 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
Poi and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
. £/ The by-product price subscripts indicate the level of hide and 
liver and heart prices. The first subscript indicates the level of liver 
and heart prices; the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 6, ^(Continued)
U.S.D .A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 0 0 0
-(Thousand Head)- 
0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
28 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
P4i and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2424 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2425 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 428 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
P51 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
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Appendix Table 6, (Continued)
U.S «D . A « GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 0 0 0
(Thousand Head)- • 
0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 Q 2 2 0 0 24
27 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.228 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 3.2 7.2
P22 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2222 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
26 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
27 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
P32 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
23 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
24 20 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 24
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 19.2
1
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Appendix Table 6. (Continued)
U.S.D .A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










P42 ar*d 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2222 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 20
P52 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 3422 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P^3 and 21 20 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 22
22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 0 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 20 L
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Appendix Table 6. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










P23 and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0^ 34
22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 3<?25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P ^  and 21 20 0 12 0 0 2 0 0 34J O 22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0: 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
P43 and 21 20 6 12 0 0 2 0 0 40
22 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
23 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 0 36
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 . 2 .8 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40 |154
Appendix Table 6. (Continued)
U.S.D.A. GRADES LOUISIANA GRADES
Price Steers Heifers Steers & Heifers Calves










21 20 6 12 0
(Thousand Head)- - • 
0 2 0 0 40
22 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
23 20 4 12 0 2 2 0 0 40
24 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
25 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
26 20 0 12 0 2 2 0 3.2 39.2
27 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
28 20 0 12 0 2 2 .8 3.2 40
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Appendix Table 7. Net Returns Under Selected Price Situations at the
Shreveport Plant
By-Product Cattle Price Level -
Price Level®/ $21.00 $22.00 $23.00 $24.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00
(Dollars Per Plant)
Pll 138,860 193,440 165,940 142,740 111,799 95,060 74,339 52,999
P21 150,980 204,000 179,199 158,040 129,859 113,120 92,399 71.827
P31 164,720 220,980 196,959 175,800 147,619 130,880 110,159 90,291
P41 183,480 238,600 215,399 194,180 165,999 149,260 128,539 109,439
P51 203,780 258,839 234,579 212,580 183,959 167,220 147,011 128,167
P12 178,940 235,200 211,839 190,680 162,499 145,760 126,735 107,891
P22 196,940 251,999 223,079 206,520 178,339 161,952 143,343 124,499
P32 217,040 272,099 247,919 225,920 196,099 180,424 161,807 143,003
P42 237,720 292,779 268,339 246,340 215,119 199,980 181,211 162,343
P52 267,660 312,379 288,054 266,260 236,399 219,940 201,819 181,348
PI 3 247,280 302,059 276,779 254,780 223,559 209,316 190,547 171,895
P23 267,780 322,399 296,879 274,880 243,659 228,552 209,783 190,915
P33 288,080 342,499 316,719 294,720 263,499 248,200 228,663 209,731
P43 308,900 363,179 337,139 315,140 283,919 268,620 248,219 229,287
P53 329,400 384,479 357,179 335,180 303,959 288,660 267,363 248,431
®/ The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices; 
the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 8. Net Returns Under Selected Price Situations at the Lake
Charles Plant
By-Product- ■'    Cattle Price Level
Price Level®/ $21.00 $22.00 $23.00 $24.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00
- - - - - - - - - -  -■ -  -  -  - (Dollars Per Plant) -  -  -  - -  -  -  - -  —  —  —
?11 207,099 181,559 175,959 134,200 111,799 89.879 69,159 57,868
P21 222,099 198,359 194,019 152,260 126,859 107,939 87,219 66,496
P31 239,079 215,339 211,779 170,020 147,619 125,699 104,979 84,960
P41 256,699 232,959 230,159 188,400 165,999 144,079 123,551 104,108
P51 274,719 250,399 248,119 206,360 183,959 162,039 142,279 122,836
P12 253,299 229,559 226,659 184,900 162,499 140,579 122,003 102,560
P22 268,359 244,779 242,499 200,740 178,339 157,027 138,611 119,168
P32 287,979 263,499 260,459 218,500 196,099 175,491 157,075 137,784
P42 308,659 283,919 280,879 238,230 215,119 194,639 176,223 157,124
P52 327,939 303,719 300,979 258,500 234,109 214,359 195,491 176,564
P13 317,939 292,999 289,319 246,720 223,559 203,935 185,359 166,676
P23 338,279 313,339 309,419 266,820 243,659 223,171 204,595 185,696
P33 358,379 333,439 329,259 286,660 263,499 242,051 223,475 204,352
P43 379,059 354,119 349,679 307,080 283,919 261,607 243,031 223,692
P53 399,359 374,419 369,719 327,120 303,959 281,199 262,175 242,644
The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices;
the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.





$21.00 $22.00 $23.00 $24.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00
---- -- - - - - - (Dollars Per Plant) - - - - - - - - - - - -
Pll 187,060 181,560 134,140 110,340 86,379 62,659 39,180 45,359
P21 199,180 198,840 147,040 123,240 99,279 75,559 52,080 47,627
P31 211,120 215,820 159,760 135,960 111,999 88,280 64,800 50,331
P41 223,460 233,440 172,860 149,060 125,099 102,699 81,980 62,279
P51 235,600 250,620 186,739 164,979 142,580 120,659 99,940 81,007
P12 220,780 230,040 170,080 146,279 122,319 99,199 78,480 61,131
P22 230,680 245,100 181,119 159,359 136,960 115,391 94,320 77,339
P32 244,420 262,560 198,879 177,119 154,720 133,855 112,080 95,843
P42 262,400 280,940 217,259 195,499 173,100 153,003 130,460 115,183
P52 280,140 300,300 235,020 213,699 192,739 172,612 148,540 135,535
P13 271,680 288,820 224,379 202,459 181,308 162,043 137,420 124,735
P23 292,020 308,920 244,479 221,879 200,256 180,871 155,480 143,755
P33 312,300 328,760 264,319 241,719 219,136 199,703 174,280 162,411
P43 333,120 349,260 284,739 262,139 238,980 219,259 194,700 181,751
P53 353,620 369,560 304,779 282,179 259,020 238,403 214,740 200,663
5/ The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices; 
•the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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. . . ■ Chttle Price Level
$21.00 $22.00 $23.00 $24.00 $ 25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00
_ . - _ _ -  -  _ _ - (Dollars Per Plant)
Pll 186,219 160,679 133,100 109,140 85,179 61,459 37,979 44,144P21 198,339 172,799 145,840 122,040 98,079 74,359 50,879 46,412
P31 210,279 184,739 158,560 134,760 110,799 87,079 63,599 48,996
P41 222,619 197,079 171,660 147,860 123,899 101,379 80,659 60,543
P51 234,759 209,219 185,420 163,660 141,259 119,339 98,715 79,271
PI 2 219,939 194,399 168,880 145,080 121,119 97,879 78,439 59,796
P22 229,839 204,299 179,800 158,040 135,639 113,719 95,047 75,603
P32 243,459 219,839 197,560 175,800 153,399 131,927 113,511 94,067
P42 261,379 238,219 215,940 194,180 171,779 151,075 132,659 113,335
P52 277,599 256,460 232,740 232,180 189,539 171,803 151,627 132,807
P13 270,659 246,059 223,020 201,140 179,571 160,115 141,699 122,887
P23 290,999 266,159 243,120 220,520 198,511 178,943 160,527 141,9 0 7
P33 311,279 286,159 262,960 240,360 217,391 197,767 179,191 160,563
P43 332,099 306,839 283,380 260,780 237,619 217,323 198,747 179,903
P53 352,599 327,139 303,420 280,820 257,659 236,467 217,891 198,815
§/ The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices;
the second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.





$21.00 $22.00 $23.00 $24.00 $25.00 $26.00 $27.00 $28.00
- (Dollars Per Plant)- - - -
Pll 124,580 119,040 91,459 67,159 43,199 30,900 37,000 43,500: P21 136,700 131,160 103,859 80,059 56,099 32,800 38,500 45,608
P31 148,640 143,100 116,579 92,779 68,819 45,520 40,020 47,832
P41 160,980 155,440 126,679 105,879 81,919 58,620 41,520 50,100
P51 173,120 167,580 142,599 118,799 94,839 71,540 49,080 55,507
P12 158,300 152,759 126,899 103,099 79,139 55,840 44,595 54,072
P22 168,200 162,659 137,579 113,779 89,819 66,520 45,484 56,639
P32 180,140 174,599 150,299 126,499 103,859 82,583 63,748 63,903
P42 192,480 188,680 166,399 144,639 122,239 101,731 82,896 71,515
P52 208,960 202,400 182,319 164,519 141,559 120,020 100,424 79,547
PI 3 200,380 195,640 173,359 151,599 129,807 110,771 91,936 73,067
P23 216,219 213,700 191,419 169,659 148,635 129,599 110,764 92,087
P33 233,199 231,460 209,179 187,419 167,099 148,063 129,236 110,743
P43 251,119 249,840 227,559 205,991 186,247 167,211 148,576 130,083
P53 271,419 269,280 246,239 224,719 204,975 185,939 167,488 148,995
—^ The first subscript indicates the level of liver and heart prices; the
second subscript indicates the level of hide prices.
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Appendix Table 12. A Comparison of the Predicted to the
Actual Monthly Prices of Good Steers as 
Predicted Prom the Price of Choice 







- - - - (Dollars Per Hundredweight)- - - -
1960 January 24.74 24.86 -0.12
February 25.10 25.09 0.01
March 25.91 26.25 -0.34
April 25.69 25.99 -0.30
May 25.44 25.71 -0.27
June 24.15 24.54 -0.39
July 24.10 24.20 -0.10
August 23.71 23.73 -0.02
September 23.57 23.50 0.07
October 23.81 23.62 0.19
November 24.93 24.57 0.36
December 25.42 25.23 0.19
1961 January 25.29 25.71 -0.42
February 24.23 24.65 -0.42
March 23.84 24.25 -0.41
April 23.46 23.71 -0.25
May 22.07 22.35 -0.28
June 21.65 21.52 0.13
July 21.74 21.47 0.27
August 23.32 22.94 0.38
September 23.57 23.11 0.46
October 23.61 23.29 0.32
November 24.42 24.15 0.27
December 24.69 24.62 0.07
1962 January 24.64 24.83 -0.19
February 24.54 25.15 -0.61
March 24.98 25.61 -0.63
April 25.44 25.73 -0.29
May 24.33 24.52 -0.19
June 23.90 23.88 0.02
July 24,95 24.93 0.02
August 26.30 26.35 -0.05
September 27,62 27.74 -0,12
October 27.70 27.45 0.25
November 28.28 27.98 0.30
December 27.02 26.95 0.07








-  - - _ _ -(Dollars Per Hundredweight)- - - - - -
1963 January 25.57 25.57 0 .00
February 23.69 23.61 0.08
March 22.39 22.52 -0.13
April 22.73 22.63 0.10
May 21.67 21.66 0.01
June 21.90 21.73 0.17
July 23. 84 23.33 0.51
August 23.20 22.78 0.42
September 23.28 22.85 0.43
October 22.69 22.42 0.27
November 21.43 21.40 0.03
December 21.52 21.66 -0.14
1964 January 20.59 20.60 0.00
February 20.80 20.78 0.02
March 20.53 20.54 -0:01
April 19.48 19.90 -0.42
May 20.25 20.79 -0.54
June 21.88 22.36 -0.48
July 23.42 23.90 -0.48
August 24.40 ' 24.57 -0.17
September 23.63 23.73 -0.10
October 23.32 23.36 -0.04
November 22.55 22.84 -0.29
December 22.61 23.06 -0.45
1965 January 22.37 22.84 -0.47
February 22.51 23.09 -0.58
March 23.61 24.20 -0.59
April 25.03 25.25 -O'. 22:;
May 25.72 25.92 -0.20
June 25.06 25.25 -0.19
July 25.74 25.53 0.21
August 25.46 25.41 0.05
September 25.47 25.13 0. 34
October 25.26 24.89 0.37
November 25.25 25.01 0.24
December 25,42 25.24 0.18








Per Hundredweight)- - - - _
1966 January 26.19 26.01 0.18
February 27.00 27.21 -0.21
March 26.23 26.17 0.06
April 25.76 25.14 0.62
May 24.80 24.08 0.72
June 24.30 24.01 0.29
July 24.65 24.38 0.27
August' 25.03 24.60 0.43
September 24.79 24.09 0.70
October 23.91 23.62 0.29
November 23.80 23.25 0.55
December 23.56 23.43 0.13
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Appendix Table 13. A Comparison of the Predicted to the
Actual Monthly Prices of Good and Choice 
Steers and Heifers in Louisiana Predicted 







• - - - - (Dollars Per Hundredweight)- - - - -1960 January 23.00 22.75 0.25
February 23.38 22.86 0.52
March 24.62 23.46 1.16
April 24.69 23.32 1.37
May 23.94 23.18 0.76
June 23.06 22.58 0.48
July 22.19 22.41 -0.22
August 21.25 22.17 -0.92
September 20.40 22.05 -1.65
October 20.00 22.11 -2.11
November 19.62 22.60 -2.98
December 21.67 22.94 -1.27
1961 January 22.25 23.18 -0.93
February 23.06 22.64 0.42
March 23.62 22.44 1.18
April 23.12 22.16 0.96
May 21.88 21.47 0.41
June 21.80 21.05 0.75
July 22.00 21.02 0.98
August 22.25 21.77 0.48
September 22.30 21.86 0.44
October 22.30 21.95 0.35
November 22.72 22.39 0.33
December 23.50 22.62 0.88
1962 January 24.07 1:2.73 1.34
February 23.44 22.89 0.55
March 23.58 23.13 0.45
April 23.94 23.19 0.75
May 23.69 22.58 1.11
June 24.16 22.25 1.91
July 24.14 22.78 1.36
August 24.02 23.51 0.51
September 24.26 24.22 0.04
October 23.91 24.07 -0.16
November 24.08 24.34 -0.26
December' 24.45 23.81 0.64








*• ~ “ “(Dollars Par Hundredweight)
1963 January 24.31 23.11 1.20
February 24.12 22.11 2.01
March 23.54 21.55 1.99
April 23.62 21.61 2.01
May 23.15 21.12 2.03
June 23.27 21.15 2.12
July 23.86 22.02 1.84
August 23.32 21.97 1.35
September 23.15 21.68 1.47
October 21.99 21.72 0.27
November 21.37 21.50 -0.13
December 20.92 20.98 -0.06
1964 January 20.52 21.12 -0.60
February 20.79 20.57 0.22
March 21.09 20.67 0.42
April 20.88 20.55 0.33
May 20.49 20.22 0.27
June 19.59 j 20.67 -1.08
July 19.57 21.47 -1.90
August, 19.21 22.26 -3.05
September 19.69 22.60 -2.91
October 18.56 22.17 -3.61
November 18.69 21.98 -3.29
December 17.99 21.71 -3.72
1965 January 18.87 21.83 -2.96
February 18.93 21.72 -2.79
March 19.11 21.84 -2.73
April 20.19 22.41 -2.22
May 21.13 22.94 -1.81
June 22.90 23.29 -0.39
July 23.29 22.94 0.35
August 22.14 23.09 -0.95
September 22.01 23.03 -1.02
October 21.13 22.88 -1.75
November 21.18 22.76 -1.58
December 22.17 22.82 -0.65








Per Hundredweight) - - - - - -
1966 January 23.51 22.94 0.57
February 23.76 23.33 0.43
March 22.65 23.95 -1.30
April 25.52 23,42 2.10
May 24.36 22.89 1.47
June 23.83 22.35 1.48 '
July 23.54 22.31 1.23
August 23.81 22.50 1.31
September 23.73 22.61 1.12
October 22.60 22.35 0.25
November 23.13 22.11 1.02
December 23.70 21.92 1.77
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Appendix Table 14, A Comparison of the Predicted to the
Actual Monthly Prices of Choice Steers 
at Fort Worth as Predicted from the 








— - - - - (Dollars Per Hundredweight)1960 January 24.64 25.29 -0.65
February 24.66 25.51 -0.85
March 25.91 26.65 -0.74
April 27.01 26.39 0.62
May 26.61 26.12 0.49
June 26.51 24.98 1.53
July 25.82 24.65 1.17
August 24.48 24.19 0.29
September 24.12 23.97 0.15
October 23.59 24.08 -0.49
November 24.27 25.01 -0.74
December 25.79 25.65 0.14
1961 January 25.77 26.11 -0.34
February 26.36 25.09 1.27
March 24.69 24.70 -0.01
April 24.82 | 24.17 0.65
May 23.07 22.85 0.22
June 22.34 22.04 0.30
July 22.54 21.99 0.55
August 24.47 23.42 1.05
September 24.21 23.59 0.62
October 24.10 23.76 0.34
November 24.38 24.60 -0.22
December 25.33 25.05 0.28
1962 January 25.38 25.27 0.11
February 25.32 25.57 -0.25
March 25.65 26.02 -0.37
April 25.65 26.14 -0.49
May 25.74 24.96 0.78
June 26.18 24.33 1.85
July 26.02 25.36 0.66
August’ 26.30 26.74 -0.44
September 26.73 28.10 -1.37
October 28.00 27.81 0.19
November 28.25 28.33 -0.08
December 27.78 27.33 0.45
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Per Hundredweight) - - - - -1963 January 26.59 25.99 0.60
February 24.66 24.07 0.59
March 22.79 23.01 -0.22
April 23.14 23.12 0.02
May 22.67 22.17 0.50
June 22.71 22.24 0.47
July 25.09 23.90 1.19
August 24.85 23.80 1.05
September 24.53 23.26 1.27
October 23.30 23.34 -0.04
November 22.99 22.91 0.08
December 21.12 21.92 -0.80
1964 January 21.88 22.17 -0.29
February 20.75 21.14 -0.39
March 21.41 21.32 0.09
April 21.22 21.09 0.13
May 20.09 20.46 -0.37
June 20.08 21.32 -1.24
July 22.85 22.85 0.00
August 22.83 24.36 -1.53
September 23.51 25.01 -1.50
October 23.06 24.19 -1.13
November 22.60 23.84 -1.24
December 22.23 23.32 -1.09
1965 January 22.87 23.54 -0.67
February 22.40 23.33 -0.93
March 22.51 ' 23.57 -1.06
April 23.68 24.65 -0.97
May 25.48 25.67 -0.19
June 26.99 26.32 0.67
July 25.95 25.67 0.28
August 26.07 25.95 0.12
- September 25.81 25.83 -0.02
October 25.50 25.55 -0.05
November 25.04 25.32 -0.28
December 25.06 25.44 -0.38








_ - -(Dollars Per Hundredweight)- - - - -
1966 January 25.77 25.66 0.11
February 25.91 26.41 -0.50
March 27.26 27.58 -0.32
April 26.80 26.57 0.23
May 26.36 25.56 0.80
June 25.07 24.53 0.54
July 24.85 24.'47 - 0.38
August 25.44 24.83 0.61
September 25.11 25.04 0.07
October 24.24 24.54 -0.30
November 23.16 24.08 -0.92
December 23.71 23.72 -0.01
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Appendix Table 15. A Comparison of the Predicted to the
Actual Monthly Prices of 600-700 Pound 
Choice Steer Carcasses at Chicago as 
Predicted from the Price of Choice 







- - - - - (Dollars Per Hundredweight)” - - - -
1960 January 44.52 42.11 2.41
February 44.94 42.40 2.54
March 45.91 43.93 1.98
April 45.87 43.58 2.29
May 45.32 43.22 2.10
June 43.49 41.69 1.80
July 43.21 41.25 1.96
August 42.50 40.62 1.88
September 42.56 40.32 2.24
October 42.05 40.48 1.57
November 42.66 41,73 0.93
December 44.67 42.59 2.08
1961 January 45.36 43.21 2.15
February 45.25 41.83 3.42
March 43.34 41.31 2.03
April 41.70 40.60 1.10
May 38.77 38.81 -0.04
June 37.78 37.74 0.04
July 37.31 37.66 -0.35
August 39.88 39.64 0.24
September 39.78 39.82 -0.04
October 40.18 40.05 0.13
November 41.14 41.18 -0.04
December 43.15 41.79 1.36
1962 January 41.95 42.07 -0.12
February 42.18 42.48 -0.30
March 42.32 43.09 -0.77
April 42.40 43.24 -0.84
May 41.19 41.67 -0.48
June 40.02 40.82 -0.80
July 41.34 42.19 -0.85
August 43.84 44.06 -0.22
September 46.16 45.88 0.28
October 44.92 45.58 -0.58
November 46.00 46.19 -0.19
December 45.20 44.85 0.35








•(Dollars Per Hundredweight)- - - - -
January 44.48 43.04 1.44
February 41.28 40.47 0.81
March 38.94 39.03 -0.09
April 39.22 39.19 0.03
May 38.51 37.91 0.60
June 38.69 38.00 0.69
July 41.59 40.23 1.36
August i 41.24 40.10 1.14
September 40.85 39.38 1.47
October 40.04 39.48 0.56
November 38.94 38.90 0.04
December 37.40 37.57 -0.17
January 38.32 37.91 0.41
February 36.94 36.51 0.43
March 36.89 36.76 0.13
April 36.31 36.45 . -0.14
May 34.93 35.61 -0.68
June 36.29 36.77 -0.48
July 38.93 ! 38.83 0.10
August 41.66 40.85 0.81
September 41.95 41.72 0.23
October 40.10 40.62 -0.52
November 39.83 40.15 -0.32
December 38.99 39.45 -0.46
January 37.90 39.75 -1.85
February 37.11 39.46 -2.35
March 37.73 39.78 -2.05
April 39.18 41.24 -2.06
May 42.00 42.61 -0.61
June 43.33 43.49 -0.16
July 42.04 42.61 -0.57
August 41.84 42.99 -1.15
September 41.45 42.83 -1.38
October 40.55 42.46 -1.91
November 40.17 42.15 -1.98
December 40.42 42,30 -1.88








Per Hundredweight)- - - -
1966 January 41.46 42.60 -1.14
February 42.50 43.61 -1.11
March 43.75 45.19 -1.44
April 42.02 43.82 -1.80
May 40.59 42.47 -1.88
June 39.21 41.08 -1.87
July 39.32 40.99 -1.67
August 40.05 41.48 -1.43
September 40.28 41.77 -1.49
October 39.11 41.09 -1.98
November 38.65 40.48 -1.83
December 38.96 39.99 -1.03
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Appendix Table 16. A Comparison of the Predicted to the
Actual Monthly Prices of Good and Choice 
Slaughter Calves in Louisiana as Pre­
dicted from the Price of Good and Choice 








Per Hundredweight)- - - - -
1960 January 24.83] 24.52 0.31
February 25.00 24.90 0.10
March 26.38 26.15 0.23
April 26.88 26.22 0.65
May 26.25 25.46 0.79
June 25.12 24.58 0.54
July 24.25 23.70 0.55
August; 22.25 22.75 -0.50
September 21.55 21.89 -0.34
October 20.72 21.49 -0.77
November 21.38 21.11 0.27
December 22.83 23.17 -0.34
1961 January 23.94 23.76 0.18
February 24.62 24.58 0.04
March 24.94 ! 25.14 -0.20
April 25.81 24.64 1.17
May 25.94 23.39 2.55
June 24.60 23.31 1.29July 25.06 23.51 1.55August 24.38 23.76 0.62
September 24.00 23.81 0.19October 23.55 23.81 -0.26
November 24.17 24.23 — 0 .06
December 25.33 25.02 0.31
1962 January 25.57 25.60 -0.03February 25.00 24.96 0.04
March 25.16 25.10 0.06April 25.37 25.47 -0.09May 25.39 25.21 0.18June 26.10 25.69 0.41July 25.64 25.67 -0.03
August 25.14 25.54 -0.40
September 25.31 25.79 -0.48
October 24.55 25.43 -0.88
November 24.55 25.61 -1.06
December 25.22 25.98 -0.76









1963 January 25.44 25.84 -0.40
February 25.00 25.65 -0.65
March 24.77 25.06 -0.29
April 24.88 25.14 -0.26
May 24.99 24.67 0.32
June 25.22 24.79 0.43
July 25.66 25.38 0.28
August 24.74 24.84 -0.10
September 24.18 24.67 -0.49
October 23.00 23.50 -0.50
November 22.32 22.87 -0.55
December 21.99 22.42 -0.43
1964 January 21.57 22.01 -0.44
February 21.83 22.29 -0.46
March 22.36 22.59 -0.23
April 22.45 22.38 0.07
May 22.27 21.98 0.29
June 22.00 21.08 0.92
July 21.12 21.06 0.06
August: 20.41 : 20.69 -0.28
September 20.54 21.18 -0.64
October 19.43 20.04 -0.61
November 19.83 • 20.17 -0.34
December 19.76 19.46 0.30
1965 January 20.23 20.35 -0.12
February 20.36 20.41 -0.05
March 20.66 20.59 0.07
April 21.48 21.68 -0.20
May 22.89 22.63 0.26
June 24.87 24.42 0.45
July 24.19 24.81 -0.62
August 23.11 23.65 -0.54
September 22.86 23.52 -0 .66
October 22.01 22,63 -0.62
November 22.04 22.68 -0.64
December 23.21 22.67 0.54
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Per Hundredweight)- - - - -
1966 January 24.71 25.03 -0.32
February 24.93 25.28 -0.35
March 26.86 24.16 2.70
April 26.58 27.06 -0.48
May 25.66 25.89 -0.23
June 25.33 25.35 -0.02
July 25.18 25.06 0.12
August 24.99 25.33 -0.34
September 25.09 25.25 -0.16
October 24.11 24.11 0.00
November 24.33 24.65 -0.32
December 24.88 25.22 -0.34
I
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Appendix Table 17. Prices of Hides Used to Estimate
Returns to Model Slaughter Plants^/
Weight of Price Levels
Hide Low (P-l) Medium (P-2) High (P-3)
(Dollars Per Pound)
15-29.9 pounds .15 .20 .25
30-49.9 pounds .15 o 175 .20
50-70.0 pounds .065 .0875 .12
fl/ Prices are based upon discussions with personnel of 
the St. Louis Hide Company, Meridian, Mississippi.
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Appendix Table 18. Prices of By-Products Used to Estimate
Returns to Model Slaughter Plants'*/











Level P4- ! .30
Level P5- .35
2/ Prices are based upon discussions and information 
obtained from slaughter plant owners and managers.
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